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In many languages, such as Spanish and Italian, null subjects are allowed (e.g., Comí
almendras ‘(I) ate almonds’), while in others, such as English and French, the subject
must be overt (e.g., *Ate almonds). It is often claimed that in Spanish and Italian the
subject agreement on the verb provides rich information on the person and number of
the subject, hence allowing null subjects. In a similar vein, it is supposed that English
and French do not allow null subjects because they lack rich agreement morphology
(Müller 2006, Roberts and Holmberg 2010, D’Alessandro 2015).
Although the relationship between rich agreement and the occurrence of null
subjects is apparently clear and there are numerous languages that present evidence of
such a relationship, many linguists (Jaeggli and Safir 1989, Speas 2006, Camacho
2013) have noted that defining the notion of rich agreement accurately is very
difficult. Modesto (2008:375) indicates that most researchers use the term “rich” to
mean “bearing enough morphology to provide non-ambiguous information on the
person and number (and maybe gender) of the subject.” However, this definition does
not make it clear how rich the agreement needs to be to allow null subjects.
1.1 Previous cross-linguistic investigations
The first large-scale cross-linguistic investigation on the relationship between
agreement and null subjects is the generative study of Gilligan (1987) on the pro-drop
parameter. In the 1980s framework of generative grammar, the pro-drop parameter
attempted to account for the fact that subjects are obligatorily overt in some languages
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but not in others. Gilligan (1987) verifies, based on a sample of 100 languages, if the
four properties associated with the pro-drop parameter (that is, null thematic subjects,
null expletive subjects, subject inversion, and that-trace effects) actually hold.
Gilligan’s work partially deals with the relationship between agreement and the
occurrence of null subjects. Gilligan points to the fact that both Chinese and
Papiamentu do not have subject agreement on the verb, but the former is a null subject
language (henceforth NSL), and the latter is not. Furthermore, he indicates that both
Bavarian German and Standard German have precisely the same set of agreement
morphemes, but the former allows null subjects, and the latter does not. Based on
these facts, Gilligan (1987:170, 220) claims that an agreement-based analysis of null
subjects is doomed to failure. However, as his intention is to make exceptionless
generalizations, he does not verify for tendencies (e.g., if languages without subject
agreement on the verb tend to allow null subjects or not).
Jaeggli and Safir (1989) abandon the notion of rich agreement and claim that null
subjects are permitted only in languages with morphologically uniform inflectional
paradigms. If a paradigm has all its forms divisible into stem and affix or all its forms
are bare stems, then it is uniform. If a paradigm has some of its forms
morphologically divisible into stem and affix, while other forms are bare stems, then
it is not uniform. Spanish is a language in which all forms in paradigms are divisible









Japanese has no person and number agreement at all, although verbs inflect for
tense, aspect, mood, and negation, and never have a bare stem. Chinese does not have
inflectional morphology at all. The third person singular of the present tense in
English is divisible into the stem and the affix -s, while the other person and number
combinations are unmarked. The present tense of French is divisible into stem and
affix only in the first and second person plural, while the other combinations are








Morphological uniformity thus predicts that Spanish, Chinese, and Japanese will
have null subjects, whereas English and French will not. However, German, Icelandic,
and Swedish have morphologically uniform paradigms, but do not allow null subjects.
Jaeggli and Safir explain this problematic case by proposing that, as these are V2
languages, tense and agreement occupy separate nodes (1989:33). However, the
authors do not consider enough languages to test whether such criteria as
morphological uniformity and being a V2 language are accidental or essential.
Speas (2006) claims that null subjects occur in the context of either very rich
agreement or no agreement at all. Speas proposes that the expression or otherwise of
null subjects is determined by whether the grammatical categories of person and
number are specified. If they lack such specification, they must be given value.
Following this, languages with poor agreement do not allow null subjects because null
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subjects do not provide value to such agreement. In languages lacking subject
agreement on the verb (like Chinese), null subjects may occur because there is no
agreement to give value to.
Speas accounts for obligatory subjects in Swedish (which has no subject
agreement on the verb) by arguing that this language does not entirely lack agreement,
as it has some gender and number agreement between nouns, determiners and
adjectives. However, as Neeleman and Szendrői (2007:676) indicate, a theoretical link
between null subjects and nominal or adjectival agreement is lacking. Moreover, they
point out that there are exceptions to Speas’ generalization. For example, Afrikaans
lacks agreement altogether and still does not allow null subjects, while Malayalam, a
Dravidian language spoken in India, is like Swedish in lacking verbal agreement and
having some agreement in the noun phrase, but allows null subjects.
Both Siewierska (2004) and Cysouw (2003) are works based on samples of about
400 languages. Siewierska (2004:268) points out that languages with subject
agreement on the verb and obligatory subjects are cross-linguistically very uncommon.
While they are well represented in Western Europe (e.g., Dutch, English, Icelandic,
German, and French), only sporadic instances are identified by Siewierska outside
this area, namely, in four Papuan languages (Au, Ekari, Koiari, and Vanimo) and three
Oceanic ones (Anejom, Fehan, and Labu). Siewierska (2004:269-270) further shows
that most of these languages display considerable agreement syncretism.
Siewierska (2004:272) claims that there are languages with non-syncretic subject
agreement that nevertheless require or strongly favor overt subjects. She gives as
examples Au and Fehan. Siewierska (2004:272) states that there are languages that
display a good deal of syncretism in their person affixes but do allow null subjects.
She gives as an example only Chai, a Surmic language of Ethiopia. Cysouw
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(2003:41-56) gives some further examples, such as Chitimacha, an extinct language
isolate from the USA, and Wambon, a Nuclear Trans New Guinea language spoken in
Indonesia. Cysouw (2003:56) claims that it is possible to conflate the reference
between the three basic singular categories and still have null subjects. However, it
remains unclear, from Siewierska’s and Cysouw’s investigations, if languages with
ambiguous agreement tend to allow null subjects.
The World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS) is a large database of structural
(phonological, grammatical, lexical) properties of languages gathered from
descriptive materials (such as reference grammars) by a team of 55 authors. In the
WALS’ chapter “Expression of Pronominal Subjects”, Dryer (2013) distinguishes,
from a sample of 711 languages, the following five types.
(3) a. Pronominal subjects are expressed by pronouns in subject position that are
normally if not obligatorily present (82 languages).
b. Pronominal subjects are expressed by affixes on verbs (437).
c. Pronominal subjects are expressed by clitics with variable host (32).
d. Pronominal subjects are expressed by subject pronouns that occur in a
different syntactic position from full non phrases (67).
e. Pronominal subjects are expressed only by pronouns in subject position,
but these pronouns are often left out (61).
f. More than one of the above types with none dominant (32).
Dryer shows that most languages in which “pronominal subjects are expressed
only by pronouns in subject position, but these pronouns are often left out,” that is,
NSLs with no subject agreement on the verb, are found in East and Southeast Asia or
in Australia. On the other hand, languages that have obligatory subjects account for
only about 11% of his sample and are all lumped together in one group, irrespective
of having subject agreement on the verb or not. According to Dryer, Northern Europe
and West Africa are two areas in which languages with obligatory subjects are
particularly common. Moreover, he shows that languages in which “pronominal
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subjects are expressed by affixes on verbs,” which roughly correspond to NSLs with
subject agreement on the verb, are much more numerous and geographically
widespread than the other types. However, Dryer does not make it clear how rich the
agreement in these languages is.
Bisang (2014) calls attention to the fact that East and mainland Southeast Asian
languages are NSLs without subject agreement on the verb, while West African
Niger-Congo languages also do not have agreement, but disallow null subjects.
According to him, the reason is that the ancestor languages of Niger-Congo had a
morphological paradigm expressing the features of person and number on the verb,
while the ancestor languages of East and mainland Southeast Asian languages did not.
In the Niger-Congo languages, obligatory pronouns took over from the agreement
prefixes and kept the frequency of the relevant subject features above the critical
percentage for linguistic change of 20-30% (Bisang 2014:36).
The Indo-European language Sinhala, spoken in Sri Lanka, is a NSL without
subject agreement on the verb (Chandralal 2010). However, Proto-Indo-European had
person and number agreement on the verb (Sihler 2008:454 ff.). Bisang is unaware
that Sinhala is a counterexample to his hypothesis. Moreover, Bisang’s work is
restricted to the aforementioned language groups and areas.
As can be seen from the above overview, no large-scale cross-linguistic
investigation has yet verified if there is a correlation between agreement richness and
the occurrence of NSLs, nor has a geographical and genealogical analysis of the
existent variation yet been presented. The correlation will be verified according to the
principles stated in Section 1.2.
Another gap in the literature is that the semantic distinctions seen in agreement
markers have not yet been detailedly compared with those seen in overt pronominal
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subjects. Such comparison is important to establish a theory of language. It is
generally recognized that the semantic distinctions encoded in dependent person
markers may be less elaborate than those encoded in independent pronouns
(Siewierska and Bakker 2005:151). This is due to the fact that dependent person
markers are typically assumed to derive from independent pronouns via the process of
grammaticalization (Givón 1976, Siewierska 1999, Lehmann 2015). Siewierska
(2004:112) states that in the vast majority of languages the same person, clusivity,
number, and gender distinctions may be observed in all the existing person paradigms.
Siewierska adds that, when differences do occur, they generally involve only one the
aforementioned oppositions. She mentions some differences between independent and
bound person paradigms. For example, she states that the most common opposition
completely absent in dependent forms as compared to their independent counterparts
is gender (Siewierska 2004:113). However, Siewierska does not discuss such
differences in detail.
Some of the previous works, such as Siewierska (2004) and Dryer (2013), focus
on the description of cross-linguistic diversity, while other works, such as Gilligan
(1987), Jaeggli and Safir (1989), and Speas (2006) focus on the formulation of
typological constraints. The present work deals with both of these aspects.
1.2 Methodology
1.2.1 Absolute and statistical universals
As Dryer (1998a) argues, there are two types of cross-linguistics generalizations:
absolute universals, generalizations claimed to be true of all languages, and statistical
universals, generalizations claimed to be true of most but not all languages. Dryer
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gives the following examples from Greenberg (1963:78-79) in order to illustrate
these two types of universals.
(4) Greenberg’s Universal 3
Languages with dominant order VSO are always prepositional.
(5) Greenberg’s Universal 4
With overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency, languages with normal SOV
order are postpositional.
The universal in (4) is an absolute universal, that is, the generalization is claimed
to “always” hold. On the other hand, the universal in (5) is a statistical one, that is, the
generalization holds “with overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency.” Dryer
argues that the fact there are many instances of cross-linguistic generalizations which
hold of most but not all languages represents one empirical argument for statistical
universals over absolute ones. For example, Pullum (1977) argued that at that time
there was no evidence for the existence of object-initial languages, and proceed to
offer a possible explanation for their nonexistence. Shortly after this, Derbyshire
(1977) published evidence that Hixkaryana, a Cariban language spoken in Brazil, is
an OVS language. Other instances of statistical universals can be seen in the work of
Cysouw (2003), Haspelmath (2005), and Bickel and Witzlack-Makarevich (2008).
Following this theoretical stance, I will formulate the generalizations of the present
investigation as statistical universals. As it will become clear throughout this study,
there is apparently no absolute universal that links agreement richness with the
occurrence of null subjects.
Each language is the lineal descendant of a succession of ancestor languages and
it is likely to retain some of the characteristics of its immediate parent. Moreover,
typological characteristics might diffuse among languages which are genealogically
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unrelated or at best remotely related. Therefore, statistical universals must be
genealogically and geographically widespread (Dryer 1989, 1992; Rijkhoff and
Bakker 1998, Miestamo et al. 2016). The methods used in this study to assure
genealogical and geographical diversity are explained in Section 1.2.3.
1.2.2 Agreement richness
I have attempted to measure agreement richness in a language by counting the number
of person, number, and gender (henceforth PNG) combinations encoded by subject
agreement on the verb. For example, English has two PNG combinations (the third
person singular suffix -s and zero for the other combinations). Such a method is
similar to the classification of sound inventories according to the number of vowels
and consonants (Maddieson 2013a, 2013b) and the classification of person paradigms
according to the number of “roles or combinations of roles in the speech act that each
language considers to be of sufficient importance to mark by a separate lexical form”
(Ingram 1978:215). This method has some shortcomings, as it does not distinguish,
for instance, between person and number syncretism, but this approach can
nevertheless reveal some meaningful tendencies, as will become clear.
If a language has subject paradigms with different numbers of combinations, I
consider the highest number for the purposes of this analysis. For example, Spanish is
classified as a language with six combinations, although some paradigms distinguish
fewer forms. Nevertheless, subject agreement in the vast majority of languages has
the same PNG distinctions, and any differences are generally slight. I also consider
sequences of separate agreement markers. For example, if there is an agglutinative
language that has three morphological agreement slots on the verb: one for gender
(masculine vs feminine), one for number (singular vs plural) and one for person (first,
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second, and third), this language has in total twelve PNG combinations. Moreover, I
will also consider cases in which PNG is marked by optional morphemes. For
example, in Tapiete, a Tupian language spoken in Argentina, the third person subject
is marked by the prefix o-, while plurality is marked by the optional suffix -ré
(González 2005:143, 190). I will disregard PNG distinctions that are seen only in the
conjugation of a specific verb. For example, English is classified as a language with
two PNG distinctions, although the present tense of the verb be distinguishes three
forms (am in the first person singular, is in the third person singular, and are in the
remaining combinations). Person portmanteaus (forms that combine the subject and
object into one single morpheme) are also disregarded.
1.2.3 Sample
This study is based on a sample of 403 languages. The data were extracted mainly
from reference grammars. In cases where the information available in grammars was
insufficient, I consulted language specialists and academic articles. I attempted to
analyze languages from as many families and subfamilies as possible. The number of
languages in the sample is more or less proportional to the total number of languages
in the respective families. The languages in the present investigation are referred by
the name used in the source that I have consulted. The genealogical classification
follows Glottolog (Hammarström et al. 2018). The genealogical classifications of
Ruhlen (1987), which follows the controversial taxonomic work of Greenberg, and
Ethnologue (http://www.ethnologue.com) are found to be far off from that argued in
the specialist literature (Bolnick et al. 2004, Hammarström 2015).
In order to control for geographical bias, the languages are divided into the six
macro-areas proposed by Hammarström and Donohue (2014): Africa, Eurasia,
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Papunesia (all islands between Sumatra and the Americas, excluding Japan and
islands to the north of it), Australia, North America (includes Central America and
Greenland), and South America. Hammarström and Donohue argue that these
macro-areas arguably have better geographical independence properties than others
presented in the literature, such as Dryer (1989, 1992). The areal distribution of the
languages in the sample is shown in Table 1.1 As can be seen, all six areas are well
represented.
Table 1.1 The areal distribution of the languages in the sample (N=403)
Africa Eurasia Papunesia Australia North America South America
75 108 72 37 57 54
18% 26% 17% 9% 14% 13%
1.2.4 Definition of the domain of inquiry
The analyzed constructions must occur in the main clause of a declarative sentence.
Many languages that require overt subjects do not do so in imperative sentences, as
English (e.g., Bring me that book). The subject must be thematic, such as I ate
almonds. Expletive subjects, such as It rains, are a separate area of research and are
thus disregarded. Coordinate constructions and answers to questions are not
considered. Regarding this, Holmberg et al. (2009:65-67) argue that answers to
questions are insensitive to the person of the subject. Finnish, for example, allows first
and second person null subjects freely, while third person subjects are obligatory in
the main clauses of declarative sentences. However, third person null subjects are
allowed in answers to questions and in subordinate clauses.
The authors of reference grammars generally make clear whether subjects can be
omitted. When this is not the case, a language is classified as a non-NSL if all
considered constructions (including texts) in the source consulted have an overt
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subject. Otherwise, it is classified as an NSL. Partial NSLs (which allow null subjects
only in restricted circumstances, such as Finnish, described above) have only been
classified as such if this is clearly stated.
An agreement marker is defined as a dependent form (clitic or affix) that contains
the feature of person and marks the single argument of an intransitive verb and/or the
agentive argument of a transitive verb. I consider both agreement markers that can
co-occur with overt subjects and those that cannot. For example, in Chamorro, an
Austronesian language spoken in the Mariana Islands, the subject must be null when
there is subject agreement for person on the verb. As shown in (6), the first person
singular subject pronoun yu cannot be overt, since there is first person singular subject
agreement on the verb.
(6) Chamorro (Chung 2003:552)
Hu-fahan *yu i leplu
1SG-buy I the book
‘I bought the book.’
In this study, only the PNG features are considered. Other features that are not so
widespread cross-linguistically, such as politeness and the proximate/obviative
distinction, are disregarded. In some cases, I disregarded these less widespread
features but retained the PNG features. For example, the subject clitics of Rukai, an
Austronesian language spoken in Taiwan, distinguish between visible/invisible in the
third person singular and plural, as shown in (7). In this case, I disregarded the
visible/invisible contrast and considered only the person, number, and clusivity
distinctions.
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As Sigurðsson (2011) indicates, three types of thematic null subjects are often
distinguished:
(a) The Romance pro drop type (also known as subject drop), which occurs in
languages with subject agreement on the verb.
(b) The Germanic topic drop type, which is restricted to sentence-initial positions.
(c) The Chinese discourse drop type, not clause-internally constrained.
Elements in sentence-initial position of many Germanic languages can be omitted
(if mentioned in the previous discourse). The German null subject in (8a) is
acceptable. However, if the subject occurs in non-sentence-initial position, omission
is not possible, as seen in (8b). Null subjects in subject drop and discourse drop
languages are not restricted by these conditions.
(8) German (Huang 1984:546-547)
a. Hab' ihn schon gesehen.
have him already seen
‘I saw him already.’
b. *Ihn hab' schon gesehen.
him have already seen
Subject drop languages are classified in the present investigation as NSLs with
PNG combinations. Discourse drop languages are classified as NSLs without subject
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agreement on the verb. Detailed information on the syntactic structures of a language
is necessary in order to distinguish topic drop. Since it is generally not possible to
obtain the aforesaid information from reference grammars, topic drop will not be
distinguished in this investigation. Topic drop languages differ from partial NSLs in
that the former are restricted syntagmatically, while the latter are restricted
paradigmatically (by person, tense, syncretism, etc.). Therefore, German is classified
as a non-NSL in this work.
1.3 Objectives and significance
This investigation has two main objectives:
(a) To determine if there is a correlation between agreement richness and the
occurrence of null subjects.
(b) To compare the PNG combinations seen in independent subject pronouns and
subject agreement markers.
The significance of the present study lies in the use of a large-scale
cross-linguistic database in order to test the two main hypotheses of the previous
investigations: (a) there is a correlation between agreement richness and the
occurrence of null subjects; and (b) the semantic distinctions seen in dependent person
markers may be less richer than those encoded in independent person markers.
The structural diversity among the world’s languages is immense. However, many
cross-linguistic studies since Greenberg have shown systematic patterns of variation,
such as the universals in (4) and (5). Hence, cross-linguistic research is essential to
make clear the possibilities of human language. It is of course not possible to sample
all languages that exist or could exist. However, certain language structures are
clearly more probable than others.
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Cross-linguistic research can also reveal implicational universals, that is,
generalizations in the form “if property A, then property B.” Implicational universals
are important in order to understand the nature of grammar, since they show a causal
relationship between properties A and B. Greenberg’s universals mentioned in (4) and
(5) are implicational universals.
1.4 Outline of the dissertation
This dissertation consists of five chapters. This introductory chapter presents the
previous cross-linguistic investigations and the methodology employed in the study.
Chapter 2 describes the partial and non-NSLs, and Chapter 3 deals with the NSLs.
Both chapters give an overview of the PNG combinations and the
geographical/genealogical distribution of the languages discussed. The conclusion of
Chapter 3 examines the correlation between agreement richness and the occurrence or
otherwise of NSLs. Chapter 4 describes the PNG combinations seen in overt
pronominal subjects and compares such combinations with those seen in agreement
markers. Chapter 5 summarizes the main findings of the dissertation and offers




In the present chapter, I will first present the partial and non-NSLs without subject
agreement on the verb and continue, in increasing order of PNG combinations, to
partial and non-NSLs with seven or more combinations. The last section concludes
the chapter.
2.1 No subject agreement on the verb
In Africa, non-NSLs without subject agreement on the verb are seen in West, Central,
and Southern Africa. The Atlantic-Congo non-NSLs without agreement are the
following: Babungo, spoken in Cameroon (Schaub 1985), Dagaare (Bodomo 2000,
Dakubu 2005) and Kar (Wichser 1994), from Burkina Faso, Gbaya, of the Central
African Republic (Roulon-Doko 1997)1, Gola, spoken in Liberia and Sierra Leone
(Koroma 1994), Kisi, from Guinea (Childs 1995), Nzadi, from the Democratic
Republic of the Congo (Crane et al. 2011), Sango, of the Central African Republic
(Samarin 1963), and Temne, spoken in Sierra Leone (Kamarah 2007). Other African
non-NSLs without agreeement are Siamou, a language isolate of Burkina Faso
(Toews 2015), Hoa, a Kxa language spoken in Botswana (Collins and Gruber 2014),
Koyra Chiini, a Songhay language of Mali (Heath 1999), and Laal, a language isolate
from Chad (Boyeldieu 1982).
The non-NSLs without subject agreement on the verb in Papunesia are Abun, a
language isolate of Indonesia (Berry and Berry 1999), and Amis, an Austronesian
1 I am grateful to Paulette Roulon-Doko (personal communication) for making clearer
that Gbaya is a non-NSL.
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language spoken in Taiwan (Wu 2006, Chen 2008). The non-NSLs without agreement
of Eurasia are Ingush, a Nakh-Daghestanian language from the Caucasus (Nichols
2011), and the Indo-European languages Swedish (Holmes and Hinchliffle 1994),
Norwegian (Strandskogen and Strandskogen 1995), and Danish (Lundskær-Nielsen
and Holmes). In the sample, there are no non-NSLs in Australia and North and South
America.
In Africa, the partial NSLs without subject agreement on the verb are all
Atlantic-Congo languages: Noon, spoken in Senegal, Dii, from Cameroon, and
Yoruba, of Nigeria. Noon allows null subjects only in the third person singular and
plural (Soukka 2000:253). Dii allows only third person singular null subjects
(Bohnhoff 2010:92), as well as Yoruba (Timothy Adeyemi Akanbi, personal
communication). However, Yoruba null subjects are only possible before negative
and future markers. Examples (1ab) show null subjects occurring with negative and
future markers respectively, while examples (1cd) do not have such markers and
therefore require overt subjects.
(1) Yoruba (Akanbi 2018:41)
a. Kò lọ sí oko
NEG go to farm
‘He did not go to the farm.’
b. Yóò lọ sí ib ⹃
FUT go to there
‘He will go to the place.’
c. Ó lọ si oko
he go to farm
‘He went to the farm.’
d. Ó lọ sí ib ⹃
he go to there
‘He went to the place.’
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The only partial NSL without subject agreement on the verb of North America is
Zuni (Nichols 1997:17), a language isolate of the USA that allows null subjects only
in the third person singular and plural. The only partial NSL without subject
agreement on the verb in South America is Yawanawá, a Pano-Tacanan language of
Brazil that allows only third person singular null subjects (Paula 2004:177). The
sample does not have partial NSLs without subject agreement on the verb in Eurasia,
Papunesia, and Australia.
2.2 Two to three PNG combinations
The non-NSLs that have two to three PNG combinations are Mbodomo, an
Atlantic-Congo language spoken in Cameroon, Koiari, a Koiarian language spoken in
Papua New Guinea, Dutch, and English. Mbodomo marks, in the simple past and past
perfect, first and second person as high tone on the verb, while third person is marked
as low tone on the verb, as seen by the examples in (2). There is no number
distinction on the verb. Dutch present suffixes mark the first person singular with zero,
the second and third person singular with -t and the three persons in the plural with
-en (De Schutter 1994:455-456). English marks the third person singular with the
suffix -s, while the other person and number categories are unmarked.
(2) Mbodomo (Boyd 1997:96)
a. mí áŋ-á bíŋgó
I harvest-PAST peanut
I harvested peanuts.




c. mέ áŋ-á bíŋgó
You (SG) harvest-PAST peanut
You (sg.) harvested peanuts.
d. έnέ áŋ-á bíŋgó
You (PL) harvest-PAST peanut
You (pl.) harvested peanuts.
e. wὲnὲ àŋ-à bíŋgó
He/she harvest-PAST peanut
He/she harvested peanuts.
f. wâ àŋ-à bíŋgó
They harvest-PAST peanut
They harvested peanuts.
The imperfect suffixes of Koiari have the same form for the first and third person
singular, while the other person and number combinations are marked by another
form, as shown in (3). The same person and number distinctions of the imperfect
conjugation are seen in the suffixes of the perfect conjugation.







The partial NSLs that have two to three combinations are Trumai, a language
isolate spoken in Brazil, and Igbo, an Atlantic-Congo language spoken in Nigeria.
Trumai allows only third person singular and plural null subjects (Raquel Guirardello,
personal communication) and marks the third person by the absolutive enclitics -n/-e,
and the other person and number combinations are unmarked (Guirardello 1999:95).
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These forms can be marked for dual and plural with the independent words a and wan,
respectively (Guirardello 1999:55). Examples in (4) illustrate that a third person null
subject (4a) is grammatical, while first and second person subjects (4bcd), which are
not marked on the verb, must be overt.









In Igbo, null subjects are allowed only in the second and third person singular
(Ogbonna Anyanwu, personal communication). The second person singular is marked
with the clitic i- and the third person singular with the clitic o-, and the other person
and number combinations are unmarked (Anyanwu 2012:377).
2.3 Four PNG combinations
The non-NSLs in the database that have four PNG combinations are Anejom, an
Austronesian language of Vanuatu, and German. The subject/tense markers of
Anejom had in the nineteenth century a rich agreement system in which there was
dual/trial distinction in the three persons and clusivity. Lynch (2000:92-95) shows that
the system is undergoing considerable impoverishment and hypothesizes that the
language is developing a four-way paradigm in the aorist: first person singular is
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marked by ek, second person singular by na, third person singular by et, and all
persons in the plural by era. The same person and number distinctions are made in the
inceptive forms, which express the idea that the event is about to or likely to happen,
and are also used in irrealis complements. German has, as shown by the present tense
conjugation of the verb legen ‘lay’ in (5), syncretism between the third person
singular and second person plural, and there is also syncretism between the first and
third person plural. The past suffixes have slightly different paradigmatic distinctions,
but the number of PNG combinations is the same. The sample has no partial NSL
with four combinations.







2.4 Five PNG combinations
The non-NSLs with five combinations are Icelandic and French. Icelandic is
exemplified in (6) by the conjugation of the verb telja ‘believe.’ In this case, there is
syncretism between the second and third person singular, while the other person and
number combinations do not have syncretism. The preterit tense of French has the
same paradigmatic distinctions (Batchelor and Chebli-Saadi 2011:247).
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The only partial null subject language in the sample that has five combinations is
Irish, which allows null subjects only in non-syncretic verb forms (Mac Congáil
2004:117). The past habitual tense of Irish has syncretism between the third person
singular and second person plural, while the other person and number combinations
do not have syncretism, as illustrated in (7) by the conjugation of the verb cuir ‘put.’







2.5 Six PNG combinations
The only non-NSL with six combinations is Wutung, a Sko language of Papua New
Guinea, which is exemplified in (8) by the conjugation of the verb ha ‘go.’ There is
syncretism between the first person singular and second person plural, and no
syncretism between the other PNG combinations.
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The partial NSLs with six combinations are Kenga, a Central-Sudanic language
spoken in Chad, and Finnish. Kenga is exemplified in (9) by the conjugation of the
verb àkā ‘see’ in the aorist. This conjugation has no number distinction in the third
person, while the other person and number combinations do not display any
syncretism. Finnish (Karlsson 1999:61) distinguishes the same PNG combinations as
Spanish in example (1) of Chapter 1, that is, the three persons in the singular and
plural. Both Kenga (Vandame 1968:35) and Finnish (Karlsson 1999:62) allow null
subjects in the first and second, but not in the third person.








2.6 Seven or more PNG combinations
Evenki, a Tungusic language spoken in Russia, is the only non-NSL in the sample
with seven or more PNG combinations. Evenki elaborates the Spanish-type pattern by
the addition of an inclusive/exclusive contrast, as seen in (10) by the present
conjugation of the verb baka- ‘find.’
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According to Nedjalkov (1997:195), Evenki free personal pronouns with the
indicative mood verb forms are, as a rule, obligatory in all persons as subjects, and
both direct and indirect objects. He gives the following examples in order to illustrate
that the omission of independent personal pronouns renders the sentence
ungrammatical. The example in (11a) with overt subject and object is well-formed.
On the other hand, example (11b), which has a null subject, and example (11c), which
has a null object, are both ungrammatical.
(11) Evenki (Nedjalkov 1997:195)
a. Bi nungan- man sa:- -0- -m.
I he accusative know non-future -1SG
I know him.
b. *Nungan- man sa: -0- -m
he accusative know non-future -1SG
c. *Bi sa:- -0- -m.
I know non-future -1SG
The partial NSLs with seven or more combinations are Mekens, a Tupian
language spoken in Brazil, and Modern Hebrew. In Mekens, intransitive subjects can
be omitted, while transitive subjects can be omitted only in the third person singular
(Galucio 2001:78, 80). Mekens makes the same person and number distinctions as
Evenki in example (10). According to Glinert (1989:53), Modern Hebrew allows null
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subjects in the past and future tenses (where there is person inflection), but in the
present tense (where person inflection is absent) null subjects are allowed only in the
third person. The past tense conjugation of the verb saper ‘tell’ in (11) elaborates the
Spanish-type pattern by the addition of masculine/feminine gender in the second and
third person singular and in the second person plural. There is no syncretism among
the PNG combinations.











In the sample, there are 19 non-NSLs without subject agreement on the verb. There
are four non-NSLs with two to three PNG combinations, two non-NSLs with four
combinations, two non-NSLs with five combinations, one non-NSL with six
combinations, and one non-NSL with seven or more combinations. The sample has
five partial NSLs without subject agreement on the verb, two partial NSLs with two to
three PNG combinations, no partial NSL with four combinations, one partial NSL
with five combinations, two partial NSLs with six combinations, and two partial
NSLs with seven or more combinations. As expected from Dryer’s (2013) study,
which has showed that NSLs are overwhelmingly more numerous than languages that
require overt subjects, these numbers are too low when compared with the number of
NSLs, which are going to be introduced in the next chapter. The agreement richness
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This chapter follows the same presentation method of the previous chapter. I will first
present the NSLs without subject agreement on the verb and continue, in increasing
order of PNG combinations, to NSLs with seven or more combinations. The last
section concludes the chapter.
3.1 No subject agreement on the verb
The three African NSLs without subject agreement on the verb are found in Southern
Africa: Ts’ixa (Fehn 2014) and Khwe (Kilian-Hatz 2008), two Khoe-Kwadi
languages of Botsawana, and Xun, a Kxa language spoken in Namibia (Heine and
König 2015). In Eurasia, the following languages are attested in the sample. Among
the Sino-Tibetan languages, cases encountered are Chinese (Li and Thompson 1989),
Bai (Wiersma 1990), Mishmi (Sastry 1984), Tujia (Brasset et al. 2006), Ersu (Zhang
2013), all spoken in China, Eastern Kayah Li (Solnit 1997), Meithei (Chelliah 1997),
and Hkongso (Wright 2009), all from Myanmar, Burmese (Soe 1999), Dzongkha, a
language of Bhutan (Van Driem 1998), Lepcha (Plaisier 2007), Rabha (Joseph 2007),
and Tangam (Post 2017), three languages of India, and Tibetan (Denwood 1999,
DeLancey 2003). The Austroasiatic NSLs are Khmer (Haiman 2011), spoken in
Cambodia, Korku (Nagaraja 1999, Zide 2008) and Pnar (Ring 2015), both spoken in
India, and Vietnamese (Rosén 1996) and Chrau (Thomas 1967), both from Vietnam.
Further examples from East Asia are Zoulei (Li et al. 2014), spoken in China, Thai
(Smyth 2002), and Lao (Enfield 2007), three Tai-Kadai languages, Western Yugur, a
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Turkic language spoken in China (Roos 2000), Japanese (Shibatani 1990), Korean
(Sohn 1999), Manchu, a Tungusic language from China (Gorelova 2002), Xong, a
Hmong-Mien language of China (Sposato 2015), the Mongolic languages Mangghuer
(Slater 2003), spoken in China, and Mongolian (Janhunen 2012). In the Indian
subcontinent, cases attested are the Dravidian language Malayalam (Asher and
Kumari 1997) and the language isolate Nihali (Nagaraja 2014), both from India, and
Sinhala (Chandralal 2010). Lezgian, a Nakh-Daghestanian language from the
Caucasus (Haspelmath 1993), and Nivkh, a language isolate from Siberia (Gruzdeva
1998, Nedjalkov and Otaina 2013), are two more cases.
In Papunesia, the following languages are attested. Among the Austronesian
languages, cases encountered are Samoan (Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992), Indonesian
(Sneddon 2006), Javanese (Sato 2015), Hawaiian (Elbert and Pukui 1979), Ida’an,
spoken in Malaysia (Goudswaard 2005), Madurese (Davies 2010), Mualang (Tjia
2007), Maori, from New Zealand (Bauer et al. 1993), Niuean, spoken in the South
Pacific Ocean island of Niue (Seiter 1980), and Rapanui, spoken in Easter Island (Du
Feu 1996). Other cases are Abau, a Sepik language spoken in Papua New Guinea
(Lock 2011), Teiwa, a Timor-Alor-Pantar language of Indonesia (Klamer 2010),
Amanab, a Border language spoken in Papua New Guinea (Minch 1992), Bauzi, a
Geelvink Bay language of Indonesia (Briley 1997), Duna, a language isolate of Papua
New Guinea (San Roque 2008), Imonda, a Border language of Papua New Guinea
(Seiler 1985), and Makalero, a Timor-Alor-Pantar language of East Timor (Huber
2011).
In Australia, the NSLs without subject agreement on the verb are the
Pama-Nyungan languages Diyari (Austin 1981), Dyirbal (Dixon 1972), Kuku Yalanji
(Patz 2002), Wirangu (Hercus 1999), Yidiɲ (Dixon 1977), Wargamay (Dixon 1981),
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Duuŋidjawu (Kite and Wurm 2004), Warrongo (Tsunoda 2011), Wangurri (McLellan
1992), and Martuthunira (Dench 1995). Another case is the Tangkic language
Kayardild (Evans 1995). The three NSLs without subject agreement on the verb of
North America are all spoken in the USA: the Yuki-Wappo language Wappo
(Thompson et al. 2006), the Uto-Aztecan language Northern Paiute (Thornes 2003),
and the Yokutsan language Yowlumne (Weigel 2005). The NSLs without subject
agreement on the verb of South America are Epena Pedee, a Chocoan language of
Colombia (Harms 1994), Sanuma, a Yanomamic language of Brazil (Borgman 1990),
Iskonawa, a Pano-Tacanan language of Peru (Zariquiey 2015), Hup, a Nadahup
language of Brazil (Epps 2008), and Qawasqar, a Kawesqar language of Chile
(Aguilera 2001, Clairis 1985).
3.2 Two to three PNG combinations
The NSLs that have two to three PNG combinations are the following. Bunan, a
Sino-Tibetan language spoken in India, makes a distinction between first person and
non-first person agreement in the past and future tense. In the past tense, first person
singular is marked by -kidza, first person plural by -kitsa, and the other combinations
are unmarked (Widmer 2014:562). In the future tense, non-first person singular is
marked by -kani, non-first person plural by -kak, and the first person is unmarked
(Widmer 2014:569). Jarawa, a Jarawa-Onge language spoken in the Andaman Islands,
distinguishes the three persons, but there is no number distinction. First person is
marked by the prefix m-, second person by ŋ- and third person by h- (Kumar 2012:81).
Thao, an Austronesian language spoken in Taiwan, marks the the first person singular
actor with the suffix -k, the second person singular with -nu, and the other
combinations are unmarked. The nominative clitics also have the same person and
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number distinctions (Wang 2004:189). Ngarla, a Pama-Nyungan language spoken in
Australia, marks the third person dual by -pula, the third person plural by -ya and the
other combinations are unmarked (Westerlund 2015:64). The present tense suffixes of
Ecuadorian Siona, a Tucanoan language spoken in Ecuador, mark the third person
singular feminine with -ko, third person singular masculine with -hi, and the other
combinations with -jɨ (Bruil 2014:178).
3.3 Four PNG combinations
The NSLs that have four combinations are the following. Aghu, a Nuclear Trans New
Guinea language spoken in Indonesia, makes a distinction between first person and
non-first person, both in the singular and plural, as shown by the conjugation of the
verb da(k) ‘hear’ in (1). Awa Pit, a Barbacoan language spoken in Colombia, makes a
distinction between first person/non-first person agreement. First person is marked
with the suffix -s and non-first person with -y (Curnow 1997:190). These forms can
be pluralized with the suffix -a, but only for humans (Curnow 1997:182). The past
and future subject suffixes of Wambon make the same paradigmatic distinctions as
Aghu (De Vries and De Vries-Wiersma 1992:23).





The third person intransitive in Nez Perce, a Sahaptian language spoken in the
USA, is marked with the prefix hi- and the first and second persons are unmarked.
Singular is marked with the suffix -ee and plural with -ii (Rude 1985:33-35).
Canela-Krahô, a Nuclear-Macro-Je language spoken in Brazil, marks the first person
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exclusive with the prefix i-, first person inclusive with pa-, second person with a- and
third person by ih-. These prefixes are pluralized by the plural independent form me
(Popjes and Popjes 1986:175). The non-past endings of Darma, a Sino-Tibetan
language spoken in India, have syncretism between the second person singular and
first person plural, and there is no number distinction in the third person, as shown in
(2). The past conjugation is slightly more impoverished (Willis 2007:356).





The subject suffixes of Kunuz Nubian, a Nubian language spoken in Sudan, have
syncretism between the second and third person singular, and there is also syncretism
between the first and second person plural, as shown in (3). The subject agreement
markers of Kokota, an Austronesian language spoken in the Solomon Islands, mark
the first person exclusive with a, the first person inclusive with da, the second person
with o, and the third person with e. There is no number distinction (Palmer 2009:173).
The subject clitics of Nhanda, a Pama-Nyungan language spoken in Australia,
distinguish the first person singular with -wa, secondperson singular with -wana, first
person plural with -nyja and the other PNG combinations are unmarked (Blevins
2001:84).






3.4 Five PNG combinations
Among the 20 NSLs that have five PNG combinations, the most frequent pattern
(seen in 11 languages) distinguishes the singular and plural in the first and second
person, without number distinction in the third person. This pattern is illustrated in (4)
with the subject affixes of Choctaw, a Muskogean language of the USA.





NSLs with the Choctaw-type pattern are also seen in other languages of North
America, such as the subject prefixes of Navaho, an Athabaskan-Eyak-Tlingit
language of the USA (Faltz 1998:21). In Kutenai, a language isolate spoken in
Canada, subjects are marked with the proclitic hu- for the first person and hin- for the
second person. The first person plural form is created by adding the suffix -(n)a ⱡa to
the first person proclitic, and the second-person plural form is created by adding the
suffix -ki ⱡ to the second person proclitic. The third person is unmarked for number
(Dryer 1996:9; Dryer 1998b:33-34). In Warihío, an Uto-Aztecan language of Mexico,
first person singular is marked with the enclitic -ne and second person singular with
the enclitic -mu. The first person plural is marked with the suffix -teme and the second
person plural with the suffix -eme. The third person is unmarked for number (Félix
Armendáriz 2005:57).
In Eurasia, the Choctaw-type pattern is attested in the subject suffixes of Latvian
(Prauli   2012:108) and Lithuanian (Ambrazas 1997:296); and in the subject suffixes
of the Turkic languages Uyghur (Yakup 2005:135), spoken in China, and Kazakh
(Kara 2002:38). In South America, cases attested are the subject suffixes of Muniche,
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a language isolate of Peru (Gibson 1996:61), the subject suffixes of Imbabura
Quechua, a Quechuan language of Ecuador (Cole 1982:143), and the subject prefixes
of Urubu-Kaapor, a Tupian language spoken in Brazil (Lopes 2009:84).
Korafe, a Nuclear Trans New Guinea language spoken in Papua New Guinea,
shows a pattern in which there is syncretism between the first and third person plural;
and there is no syncretism among the other person and number categories, as shown
by the subject suffixes in (5). This same pattern in seen in the subject clitics of
Degema, an Atlantic-Congo language of Nigeria (Kari 2004:333-335), and in the
subject prefixes of Lango, a Nilotic language from Uganda (Noonan 1992:92).





Tetun, an Austronesian language spoken in Indonesia, shows a pattern in which
there is syncretism between the first and second person plural, while the other person
and number categories do not have syncretism, as shown by the subject prefixes in (6).
The same pattern is seen in the proclitics of Semelai, an Austroasiatic language of
Malaysia (Kruspe 2004:171), and in the subject affixes of Ika, a Chibchan language of
Colombia (Frank 1985: 68).






Maybrat, a language isolate of Indonesia, has masculine and unmarked gender in
the third person. There is masculine distinction only in the third person singular, there
is no number distinction in the second person, and there is singular/plural distinction
in the first person, as shown by the subject prefixes in (7).
(7) Maybrat (Dol 2007:49)
1 2 3M 3 unmarked
SG t- n- y- m-
PL p- n- m- m-
Maidu, a Maiduan language of the USA, has singular, plural, dual distinction in
the first person and there is no number number distinction in the second and third
person, as shown in (8) by the conjugation of the verb sôl ‘sing.’






Eleme, an Atlantic-Congo language of Nigeria, has no number distinction in the
second person, while singular and plural number are distinguished in the first and
third person, as shown by the subject prefixes in (9). Across languages, number
distinction is seen to conform to the person hierarchy 1 > 2 > 3. That is, number
distinction is least common in the third person and most common in the first person
(Siewierska 2004:92). This hierarchy might explain why the Choctaw-type pattern is
more frequent than the Eleme-type pattern.
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3.5 Six PNG combinations
Among the 84 NSLs in the sample that have six PNG combinations, the vast majority
(67 languages) have the combinations shown by Spanish present suffixes in example
(1) of Chapter 1, that is, the three persons in the singular and plural. This PNG
combination, when manifested in agreement markers, will be henceforth called the
Spanish-type pattern. In Africa, NSLs with the Spanish-type pattern are found in the
Atlantic-Congo languages Ewe, spoken in Togo (Rongier 2004:98), Fyem (Nettle
1998:32, 34) and Oko (Atoyebi 2010:87), both from Nigeria, and Wolof, spoken in
Senegal (Torrence 2013:39). Other cases are the Nilotic languages Dholuo
(Okoth-Okombo 1997:57) and Turkana (Dimmendaal 1982:144), both spoken in
Kenya, Mano, a Mande language from Liberia (Khachaturyan 2014:72), Jamsay, a
Dogon language of Burkina Faso (Heath 2008:156), the Saharan language Kanuri
(Hutchison 1981:91), and the Maban language Maba (Weiss 2009:222), both spoken
in Chad, Tadaksahak, a Songhay language of Mali (Christiansen-Bolli 2010:118), and
Kabba, a Central Sudanic language spoken in the Central African Republic (Moser
2004:107).
In Eurasia, NSLs that have the Spanish-type pattern are found among the
following Indo-European languages: Albanian (Newmark et al. 1982:47), in the aorist
suffixes of Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009:229), Modern Greek (Holton et al. 2004:127),
Persian (Mace 2003:89), Russian (Dunn 2009:77), and the Romance languages Latin,
Portuguese, Italian and Romanian (Harris and Vincent 1997:45, 151, 293, 406). Other
cases are Basque (Hualde and Urbina 2003:208), the Uralic languages Estonian
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(Moseley 1994:36) and Hungarian (Kenesei et al. 1998:289), the Turkic languages
Turkish (Kornfilt 1997:382), Uzbek (Sjoberg 1997:97-99), Kirghiz (Hebert and Poppe
1997:15), and Turkmen (Clark 1998:214). In Siberia, this pattern is found in the
Mongolic language Buriat (Poppe 1960:56), in the suffixes of the Yukaghir language
Kolyma Yukagir (Maslova 2003:140), and in the subject affixes of the
Chokotko-Kamchatkan languages Chukchi (Dunn 1999:191) and Itelmen (Georg and
Volodin 1999:142). In the Caucasus, it is found in the Abkhaz-Adyge language
Kabardian (Colarusso 1992:132) and in the Kartvelian language Georgian (Hewittt
1995:128). This pattern is also seen in Brahui, a Dravidian language of Pakistan
(Andronov 1980:57), Kusunda, a language isolate of Nepal (Watters 2006:60), and in
the absolutive clitics of Great Andamanese (Abbi 2013:174), a Great Andamanese
language spoken in the Andaman Islands. In Australia, the only case attested is the
Nyulnyulan language Nyulnyul (McGregor 1996:40). In Papunesia, this pattern is
encountered in the subject sufixes of the following languages of New Guinea: the
Dagan language Daga (Murane 1974:50), the Nuclear Trans New Guinea languages
Lower Grand Valley Dani (Bromley 1981:338), Mauwake (Berghäll 2015:150), and
Usan (Reesink1987:94-98).
In North America, the Spanish-type pattern is seen in the intransitive suffixes of
the Eskimo-Aleut language West Greenlandic (Fortescue 1984:288). In the USA, this
pattern is encountered in Nuuchahnulth, a Wakashan language of Canada. The subject
clitics of Nuuchahnulth make a five-way distinction, as seen in (10). The third person
does not distinguish number, but a third person plural subject can optionally be
marked with the third plural clitic =ʔal (Davidson 2002:264).
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The subject clitics of Tlingit, an Atabaskan-Eyak-Tlingit of Alaska, distinguish the
same person and number categories of Nuuchahnulth in (10). The third person plural
can be marked with the clitic has (Twitchell 2016:21, Crippen 2012:47). Other cases
in the USA of the Spanish-type pattern attested are the intransitive clitics of the
Salishan language Nxa'amxcin (Willet 2003:287, 289), the subject affixes of the
Siouan language Biloxi (Einaudi 1976:70) and in the conjugation of Tutelo (Oliverio
1997:64, 79-86), the Cochimi-Yuman language Hualapai (Watahomigie et al.
1982:205, 285), the Uto-Aztecan language Cupeño (Hill 2005:109), and the language
isolate Chimariko (Jany 2009:100-103). The Spanish-type pattern is also seen in
Mexico: in the Mayan language Huastec (Edmonson 1988:115), in the Tequistlatecan
language Lowland Chontal (O'Connor 2007:43, 58), in the subject affixes of the
language isolate Seri (Marlett 1981:31, 89) and the Uto-Aztecan language Classical
Nahuatl (Andrews 2003:627), and in the subject enclitics of Southeastern Tepehuan
(Willet 1991:190). The Spanish-type pattern is found in Guazacapán, a Xincan
language of Guatemala (Rogers 2010:224), and in the subject affixes of Pipil, an
Uto-Aztecan language of El Salvador (Campbell 1985:54).
In South America, the actor proclitics of Paresi-Haliti, an Arawakan language of
Brazil (Brandão 2014:81), make the same five-way distinction of Nuuchahnulth in
(10). These proclitics do not distinguish number in the third person, but it is possible
to indicate plurality in the third person with the suffix -ha (Brandão 2014:81). The
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Spanish-type pattern is also seen in the subject affixes of Pilagá, a Guaicuruan
language spoken in Argentina (Vidal 2001:136). The intransitive suffixes of Wampis,
a Chicham language of Peru, make the same PNG combibations of Nuuchahnulth in
(10) (Peña 2015:657). The third person suffixes also express tense (Peña 2015:659),
such as the third person present tense suffix -(u)a. These third person suffixes do not
distinguish number, but it is possible to mark plurality on the verb with the suffixes
-ina (in the imperfective) and -ara (in the non-imperfective) (Peña 2015:212). Karajá,
a Nuclear-Macro-Je language of Brazil (Ribeiro 2012:174, 180), marks the first
person realis with the prefix a-, the second person with ɗa-, and the third person is
unmarked. Both the realis and irrealis forms make this three-way distinction (Ribeiro
2012:174). These forms can be pluralized by the morpheme -eda (Ribeiro 2012:180).
The Spanish-type pattern is also seen in the subject prefixes of Puinave, a language
isolate of Colombia (Higuita 2008:228), and in the subject prefixes of Iatê, a language
isolate from Brazil (Lapenda 1968:92). The subject suffixes of Yurakaré, a language
isolate spoken in Bolivia, make the same five-way distinction of Nuuchahnulth in (10).
The third person plural is distinguished by the enclitic =w (Van Gijn 2006:144).
According to Van der Voort (2004:245), the subject infixes of Kwaza, a language
isolate spoken in Brazil, have no clear singular and plural distinction. Instead, there is
association between first, second, and third persons. Such association results in the
distinction between first person inclusive and exclusive. Kwaza subject infixes are
presented in (11). There is no number distinction in the third person.
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(11) Kwaza (Van der Voort 2004:245)
Associated person
1 2 3
1 -da- -a- -axa
2 - -xa- -xa(xa)-
3 - - -Ø-
Kujireray, an Atlantic-Congo language spoken in Senegal, has a specialized form
for the first person plural inclusive and syncretism between the second person plural
and the first person plural exclusive. The other person and number combinations do
not have syncretism, as shown by the subject prefixes in (12). The same paradigmatic
distinctions are seen in the subjective markers of Woleaian, an Austronesian language
spoken in the Federated States of Micronesia (Sohn 1975:94).








Oromo, an Afro-Asiatic language spoken in Ethiopia, has masculine and feminine
gender in the third person singular. In the present tense, there is syncretism between
the first person singular and third person singular masculine. The other PNG
combinations do not have syncretism, as illustrated in (13) by the present tense
conjugation of the verb deem ‘go.’
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Yeri, a Nuclear Torricelli language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has syncretism
between the second person singular and third person singular masculine. The other
PNG combinations do not have syncretism, as seen by the subject prefixes in (14) .








Balanta, an Atlantic-Congo language spoken in Guinea-Bissau, has animate and
inanimate gender distinction in the third person singular. There is syncretism between
the second person singular and third person singular inanimate. The other PNG
combinations do not have syncretism, as shown by the subject prefixes in (15).









Warekena, an Arawakan language spoken in Brazil, has feminine and
non-feminine gender in the third person singular. There is syncretism between the
second and third person plural, while the other PNG categories do not have
syncretism, as seen by the subject prefixes in (16), which mark both transitive and
active intransitive arguments. The paradigm of stative intransitive verbs has the same
PNG distinctions (Aikhenvald 1998:293).








Páez, a language isolate spoken in Colombia, has masculine and feminine gender
only in the second person singular. There is syncretism between the second person
singular feminine and the second person plural, while the other PNG categories do not
have syncretism, as shown by the present indicative suffixes in (17).








Slave, an Athabaskan-Eyak-Tlingit language of Canada, elaborates the
Spanish-type pattern by the addition of a third person plural human distinction, as
illustrated by the subject prefixes in (18). The third person marked with zero does not
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distinguish number.








Paiwan, an Austronesian language of Taiwan, has first person plural
inclusive/exclusive contrast and no number distinction in the third person. The other
person and number combinations do not have syncretism, as seen by the subject
enclitics in (19). The same pattern in seen in the subject enclitics of Puyuma, another
Austronesian language of Taiwan (Teng 2007:90), in the clitics of Otomí, an
Otomanguean language of Mexico (Palancar 2009:170, 245), and in the ergative
suffixes of Teribe, a Chibchan language of Panama (Quesada 2000:84). Teribe can
disambiguate the number of the third person with the plural form lok, but this form is
an independent morpheme (Diego Quesada, personal communication).








Tukang Besi, an Austronesian language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has a
specialized form to indicate the first person paucal and there is no number distinction
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in the third person. The other person and number combinations do not have
syncretism, as seen by the realis prefixes in (20). The paradigm of irrealis subject
prefixes makes the same person and number distinctions.
(20) Tukang Besi (Donohue 1999:113)
1SG ku-





3PL no- / o-
Sanapaná, a Lengua-Mascoy language spoken in Paraguay, makes a distinction
between first person and non-first person agreement. There is masculine and feminine
gender only in non-first person agreement. First person is marked with the prefix as-,
non-first person masculine with ap-, and non-first person feminine with an- (Gomes
2013:287). These three forms can be pluralized with the prefix hl-/l- (Gomes
2013:295).
The intransitive prefixes of Wagiman, a language isolate of Australia, distinguish
the first person dual and have syncretism between the first person plural and the
second person singular, while the other person and number categories do not have
syncretism, as seen in (21) .









Guató, a language isolate spoken in Brazil, has a specialized form for the first
person dual inclusive. There is no number distinction in the second person, and the
other person and number categories do not have syncretism, as seen by the intransitive
affixes in (22). The same person and number combinations are seen in the conjugation
of transitive affixes (Palácio 1984:64).







Kunimaipa, a Goilalan language of Papua New Guinea, has syncretism between
the second person dual and second person plural. There is no number distinction in
the third person and the other person and number categories do not have syncretism,
as seen by the imperfect aspect subject suffixes in (23). The paradigm of perfect
aspect suffixes is more impoverished (it has the Choctaw-type pattern in (4)) (Geary
1977:25).
(23) Kunimaipa (Geary 1977:26)
SG DU PL
1 -ma -paine -ka
2 -ke -pike -pike
3 -pane -pane -pane
3.6 Seven or more PNG combinations
Unlike among the NSLs that have five and six PNG combinations, there is no specific
pattern that is considerably frequent among the 171 NSLs that have seven or more
combinations. The most frequent pattern (seen in 27 languages) has the same seven
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distinctions of the Evenki example in (10) of Chapter 2. These PNG combinations,
when seen in the agreement markers of NSLs, will be henceforth called the Itzaj
Maya-type pattern, which is illustrated in (24) by the ergative affixes of Itzaj Maya, a
Mayan language spoken in Guatemala. The paradigm of absolutive affixes has the
same pattern (Hofling 2000:36).








In Africa, the Itzaj Maya-type pattern is found in the subject affixes of the Nilotic
language Anywa (Reh 1996:194) and the Surmic language Murle (Arensen 1982:60),
both spoken in Ethiopia, in Deiga, a Kadugli-Krongo language of Sudan (Reh
1994:208), in the subject affixes of Moloko, an Afro-Asiatic language of Cameroon
(Friesen 2017:75), and Ik, a Kuliak language of Uganda (Schrock 2014:207). In
Eurasia, this pattern is seen in Svan, a Kartvelian language of Georgia (Tuite 1997:23),
Udihe, a Tungusic language of Siberia (Nikolaeva and Tolskaya 2001:212) and
Colloquial Ainu (Shibatani 1990:28).
In Papunesia, the Itzaj Maya-type pattern is seen in the future desinences of Tauya,
a Nuclear Trans New Guinea language of Papua New Guinea (MacDonald 1990:206)
Among the Austronesian languages, this pattern is seen in the subject markers of
Chamorro, spoken in the Mariana Islands and Guam (Topping and Dungca 1973:106,
Chung 2003:552), in the subject clitics of Rukai (Zeitoun 2005:292), in the
nominative clitics of Atayal (Rau 1992:126), and in the subject affixes of Lha'alua
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(Pan 2012:258), three languages of Taiwan, in the subject clitics of Cebuano, spoken
in the Philippines (Tanangkingsing 2009:120), in the subject clitics of Tondano
(Brickell 2014:328), in the cliticised pronouns of Buru (Grimes 1991:153), and in
Gayo (Eades 2005:66), three languages of Indonesia. In Gayo, the subject of the first
person singular and the first person plural inclusive and exclusive are marked with
prefixes, while the third person singular and second person singular and plural are
marked with enclitics. The third person plural is unmarked and there is no syncretism
among the forms, as seen in (25).








In North America, the Itzaj Maya-type pattern is found in San Francisco del Mar
Huave, a Huavean language of Mexico (Kim 2008:249-252), and in the following
three Algic languages: Arapaho, spoken in the USA (Cowell and Moss 2008:76-77),
Plains Cree, from Canada (Wolvengrey 2011:111), and in the intransitive affixes of
Nishnaabemwin (Valentine 2001:232), spoken in the USA. The pattern is also seen in
Chol (Vázquez Álvarez 2011:83), a Mayan language of Mexico.
In South America, the Itzaj Maya-type pattern is seen in the subject prefixes of
Maxakalí, a Nuclear-Macro-Je language of Brazil (Campos 2009:78) and Mamaindê,
a Nambiquaran language of Brazil. Mamaindê marks the first person with the suffix
-a, the second person with -n, and the third person with -latha or unmarked (Eberhard
2009:430). Plurality in the first person inclusive is marked with the suffix -khit, in the
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first person exclusive with -tahlek, and in the second and third person with -ʔai
(Eberhard 2009:415).
In Muylaq’ Aymara, an Aymaran language spoken in Peru, first person of
monovalent verbs is marked with the suffix -t, first person inclusive with the suffix
-tan, second person with the suffix -ta, and third person witht the suffix -i. These
forms can be optionally marked for plurality with the suffix -pha (Coler 2014:407).
Huallaga Quechua, a Quechuan language spoken in Peru, marks the first person with
the suffix -ː, first person exclusive with -ːkuna, first person inclusive with -nchiː,
second person with -nki, and third person with -n (Weber 1989:96). These forms can
be pluralized with the suffix -paːku (Weber 1989:10).
The subject prefixes of Kamaiurá, a Tupian language spoken in Brazil,
distinguish the first person inclusive and exclusive, and singular and plural in the
second person. Moreover, there is no number distinction in the third person, as shown
in (26) by the paradigm described by the author as series I, which is used in the
indicative mood of intransitive verbs (Seki 2000:324). The bound form =awa is used
to mark plurality of the third person (Seki 2000:82).







The subject clitics of Mundurukú, another Tupian language of Brazil, make the
same distinctions as Kamaiurá in (26) (Gomes 2006:121). Plurality in the third person
is marked by reduplication, as shown in (27). The subject prefixes of Tapiete
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(González 2005:143, 190), a Tupian language spoken in Argentina, also make the
same distinctions as Kamaiurá in (26). Plural number can be optionally marked in the
third person by the suffix -reta or -ré (González 2005:190).







A pattern similar to the Itzaj Maya-type is found in the subject prefixes of Bunuba,
a Bunaban language of Australia. Instead of an inclusive/exclusive distinction,
Bunuba has a restricted/unrestricted distinction. A restricted form is, according to
Rumsey (2000:72), restricted either by the exclusion of the addressee or by the
exclusion of all others besides the addressee. Besides the restricted/unrestricted
distinction, Bunuba has specialized forms for the three persons in the singular and for
the second and third person in the plural, as shown by the prefixes for monovalent
verbs in (28).








Kuikuro, a Cariban language spoken in Brazil, elaborates the Itzaj Maya-type
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pattern by the addition of a first person plural unmarked for clusivity, as seen by the
subject prefixes in (29). The Kuikuro pattern is also seen in Yakima Ichishkíin, a
Sahaptian language spoken in the USA. In Yakima Ichishkíin, the first and second
persons are marked with enclitics and the third person with prefixes (Jansen 2010:75,
81).









Wichí, a Matacoan language of Argentina, has the person, number, and clusivity
distinctions shown in (30). The singular forms can be marked for plural with the
suffix -hen and for distributive number with -che. Plurality marking is not obligatory
and can be inferred from context (Nercesian 2011:305). The distributive indicates the
plurality of actions fulfilled by distinct agents (Nercesian 2011:311).






In Apalai, a Cariban language spoken in Brazil, the first person is marked with the
prefix Ø-/y-, first person dual inclusive is marked with s(y)-, first-person dual
exclusive with ynan(y)-, second person with o-/m-, and third person with n(y)- (Koehn
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and Koehn 1986:108). In Cariban languages, the semantics of number opposes “all”
to “less than all” (instead of the Indo-European “one” vs. “more than one”), with “less
than all” being the morphologically unmarked member of the pair. Caribanists have
generally used the terms “collective” and “non-collective” for “all” and “less than all”,
respectively (Meira 1999:139). In Apalai, collective and non-collective number is
marked with suffixes that also express tense. In the immediate past, for example,
non-collective is marked with -no and collective is marked with -tou (Koehn and
Koehn 1986:100). Tiriyó, another Cariban language of Brazil, marks the first person
of active intransitive verbs with the prefix wï-, second person with mï-, first person
inclusive with kï-, and third person with nï- (Meira 1999:291). The same person,
number, and clusivity distinctions are seen in the paradigm of transitive prefixes
(Meira 1999:283) and of stative intransitive verbs (Meira 1999:291). The subject
prefixes of Wai Wai, a Cariban language of Brazil, make the same person and
clusivity distinctions of Tiriyó (Hawkins 1998:178). Tiriyó (Meira 1999:294-295) and
Wai Wai (Hawkins 1998:121) also distinguish collective and non-collective by
suffixes that also express tense.
The subject suffixes of Sunwar, a Sino-Tibetan language of Nepal, make a
nine-way distinction: three singular morphemes, three plural morphemes, and three
dual morphemes, as exemplified in (31). The Sunwar-type pattern is the second most
frequent pattern among NSLs with seven or more PNG combinations, attested in 16
languages of the sample.
(31) Sunwar (Borchers 2008:118)
SG DU PL
1 -ta -sku -k(a)
2 -ti -si -ni
3 -tu -s(e) -m(e)
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In Eurasia, the Sunwar-type pattern is seen in the subject affixes of Kham, another
Sino-Tibetan language of Nepal (Watters 2002:84), Sanskrit (Mayrhofer 1972:72) and
the Uralic languages Pite Saami, from Sweden (Wilbur 2014:160), and Tundra Nenets,
spoken in Russia (Nikolaeva 2014:78). In Papunesia, cases attested are the subject
suffixes of Una, a Nuclear Trans New Guinea language spoken in Indonesia
(Louwerse 1988:39) and the intransitive prefixes of Yimas, a Lower Sepik-Ramu
language of Papua New Guinea (Foley 1991:200). In Australia, this pattern is found
only in the intransitive suffixes of the Pama-Nyungan language Bagandji (Hercus
1982:128).
In North America, the Sunwar-type pattern is encountered only in the USA. This
pattern is seen in the absolutive suffixes of the Eskimo-Aleut language Central
Alaskan Yupik (Miyaoka 2012:873), in the subject suffixes of the Keresan language
Laguna Keres (Lachler 2006:220), and in the subject prefixes of the Chumashan
language Ineseño Chumash (Applegate 1972:166). The Cochimi-Yuman language
Maricopa marks the first person with the prefix ʔ-, second person with m-, and the
third person is unmarked (Gordon 1986:21). There are specific forms which can be
used to indicate dual and plural subjects on the verb, as shown by the examples in
(32). According to Gordon (1986:90), the set of morphemes used to express the
number of the subject is complicated, and (for the most part) the distribution of the
individual markers appears to be lexically determined.











In South America, the Sunwar-type pattern is seen in the absolutive and ergative
enclitics of Cavineña, a Pano-Tacanan language of Bolivia (Guillaume 2008:577), in
the subject suffixes of Mapuche, an Araucanian language spoken in Chile (Smeets
2008:152) and in the subject suffixes of Mỹky, a language isolate spoken in Brazil
(Monserrat 2010:34). Tehuelche, a Chonan language of Argentina, marks the first
person with the dependent form o-, second person with m-, and third person with t-.
These form are marked for dual with k-, and for plural with š- (Garay 1998:205),
Kalkatungu, a Pama-Nyungan language of Australia, has dual distinction in the
three persons. Kalkatungu’s paradigm is slightly more impoverished than the
Sunwar-type presented previously (there is syncretism between the first and third
person singular), as seen by the subject bound pronouns in (33).










Ma Manda, a Nuclear Trans New Guinea language spoken in Papua New Guinea,
has syncretism between the second and third person dual, as well as between the
second and third person plural. The other person and number categories do not have
syncretism, as seen by the realis subject suffixes in (34). The same pattern is seen in
53
the subject suffixes of other Nuclear Trans New Guinea languages of Papua New
Guinea, such as Kewapi (Yarapea 2006:114), Dom (Tida 2006:86), Fore (Scott
1978:57), and Yagaria (Renck 1975:87). This pattern is also encountered in the
immediate future suffixes of Kapau, an Angan language of Papua New Guinea (Oates
and Oates 1968:27).
(34) Ma Manda (Pennington 2016:318)
SG DU PL
1 -t -mot -m
2 -ng -mok -ng
3 -k -mok -ng
Agreement in Big Nambas, an Austronesian language of Vanuatu, makes a
nine-way distinction: three persons in the singular, three persons in the paucal, and
three persons in the plural. There is no syncretism in the paradigm, as can be seen by
the irrealis conjugation of the the verb lëk ‘sit, live, stay’ in (35). First person is
marked with the prefix të-, second person with pë-, and third person with a- or i-.
Singular number is unmarked, paucal is marked with the prefix r-, and plural with v-.
(35) Big Nambas (Dodd 2014:97)
SG PAU PL
1 të-lëk të-r-lëk të-v-lëk
2 pë-lëk pë-r-lëk pë-v-lëk
3 apë-lëk apë-r-lëk apë-v-lëk
Washo, a language isolate spoken in the USA, marks the first person with the
prefix i-, the second person with mi-, and the third person is unmarked (Jacobsen
1964:449-455). Number is marked with separate morphemes: the plural affix is a
reduplicative morpheme (Jacobsen 1964:322), collective plural is marked with the
prefix wgu- (Jacobsen 1964:533), and the dual with the prefix bu- (Jacobsen
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1964:538). The collective indicates actions performed by a group of persons or
animals. It also indicates a relatively loud or continuous noise made by a group of
individuals (Jacobsen 1964:533). Yurok, an Algic language of the USA, has distinct
forms for the three persons in the singular, plural, and collective, as shown by the
conjugation of the verb ‘eat’ in (36). According to Garrett (2014:43), the collective
refers to group activity, but can also be used for verbs of sickness and bodily states.










Dhimal, a Sino-Tibetan language of Nepal, has a pattern that consists of seven
morphemes: three singular morphemes, three plural morphemes, and the morpheme
-hoi-niŋ, which marks both the first and second person dual. There is no specialized
form for the third person dual. This pattern is illustrated by the perfective suffixes in
(37). The third person suffix -hoi can have both singular and non-singular
interpretation (King 2009:122) and the third person collective form is used when the
speaker wishes to emphasize the group or collective action of the subject subject
(King 2009:127).
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San Carlos Apache, an Athabaskan-Eyak-Tlingit language spoken in the USA, has
a pattern that consists of eight morphemes: three singular morphemes, first and
second person person dual morphemes, and three plural morphemes. There is no form
for the third person dual. This pattern is seen in the imperfective conjugation of the
verb meaning ‘learn’ in (38). Kiowa, a Kiowa-Tanoan language of the USA, has
specialized forms for the second and third person dual, but not for the first person dual.
There is also human/non-human distinction in the third person plural. The PNG
categories do not have syncretism, as shown by the intransitive prefixes in (39).




















Amharic, an Afro-Asiatic language spoken in Ethiopia, has masculine and
feminine gender in the second and third person singular, as shown in (40) by the
perfect conjugation of the verb säbbär- ‘break.’ There is no syncretism. The same
pattern is seen in other Afro-Asiatic languages: Coptic, of Egypt (Layton 2000:65),
and Hausa, spoken in Nigeria (Jaggar 2001:155).









Egyptian Arabic also has gender in the second and third person singular, but
agreement is slightly more impoverished. The perfect forms have syncretism between
the first person singular and second person singular masculine, as shown in (41) by
the conjugation of the verb katab ‘write.’ The imperfect forms have syncretism
between the second person singular masculine and third person singular feminine
(Gary and Gamal-Eldin 1982:100). Gulf Arabic has masculine and feminine gender in
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the second and third person singular and plural (Qafisheh 1977:52, 58-59). Tamazight
(Abdel-Massih 1971:159) and Tamashek (Heath 2005:432), two other Afro-Asiatic
languages, have masculine and feminine gender in the second person plural and third
person singular and plural. The ergative prefixes of Abkhaz, an Abkhaz-Adyge
language spoken in Russia, elaborate the Egyptian Arabic-type pattern by the addition
of a specialized form for the third person singular non-human (Hewitt 1979:103). The
absolutive prefixes are slightly more impoverished.









Kulina, an Arawan language spoken in Brazil, marks the intransitive first person
singular with the prefix o-, first person plural with i-, second person with ti-, and the
third person is unmarked (Dienst 2014:100). The suffix -mana marks plurality in the
second and third person (Dienst 2014: 102). These forms can be marked for masculine
gender with the suffix -i and for feminine with -ni (Dienst 2014: 108). Furthermore,
there is the noun class prefix ka-, which can be used as subject agreement on the verb
(Dienst 2014: 107). The noun class marked by ka- means “running waters, thin
objects, objects which shine in the dark, artefacts, etc.” (Dienst 2014:85-88).
Swahili has noun class gender in the third person. These noun class prefixes,
given in (42), are mostly semantically motivated and express distinctions such as
animate beings, plants, inanimate objects, abstract ideas, etc. Class 12 is extremely
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rare and class 13 does not exist (Thompson and Schleicher 2001:29). Noun class
gender in the third person is also seen in other Atlantic-Congo languages of the
sample, such as Chichewa (Orr and Scotton 1980:45; Mchombo 2004:6), Zulu
(Poulos and Bosch 1997:18), Mbalanhu (Fourie 1993:11), Oshindonga (Fivaz
1986:143), Lucazi (Fleisch 2000:71-74), Cicipu (McGill 2009:329-331), Shona
(Stevick et al. 1965:35), Eton (Van de Velde 2008:289), and Northern Sotho
(Lombard 1985:101-103).



















In Eurasia, the only NSL in the sample with noun class gender is Burushaski, a
language isolate spoken in Pakistan, exemplified in (43) by the forms of the verb
girmín- ‘write.’ Noun class X refers to animals, concrete things, fruits, etc.; while
class Y refers to abstract notions, buildings, trees, liquids, etc. (Yoshioka 2012:33).
Burushaski also makes a distinction between human masculine and feminine gender
in the third person. There is syncretism between the second person plural and the third
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person plural masculine and feminine.2






3 Class X girmíibí girmíibíé(n)
3 Class Y girmíibilá girmíibícá(n)
Fur, a Furan language spoken in Sudan, has human and non-human gender only in
the third person plural, as shown by the subject affixes in (44). There is no syncretism
among the PNG combinations.








Haro, a Ta-Ne-Omotic language of Ethiopia, has masculine and feminine gender
only in the third person singular and there is no syncretism among the other person
and number categories, as shown by the subject clitics in (45). The same pattern is
seen in Iraqw, an Afro-Asiatic language spoken in Tanzania (Mous 1992:155), in
Sandawe, a language isolate of Tanzania (Eaton 2010:133-139), in the subject/tense
prefixes of Modern Tiwi, a language isolate of Australia (Lee 1987:177), in the agent
enclitics of Southern Pomo, a Pomoan language spoken in the USA (Walker
2 I am grateful to Noboru Yoshioka for answering my questions on Burushaski.
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2013:226), and in the subject affixes of Mako, a Jodi-Saliban language of Venezuela
(Rosés Labrada 2015:295-296). Ket, an Yeniseian language of Russia marks the first
person with the prefix di-, the second person with ku-, the third person masculine with
du-, and third person feminine with da- (Georg 2007:185). These forms are pluralized
with the suffix -n (Georg 2007:258). The past suffixes of the Waziri dialect of Pashto,
an Indo-European language spoken in Afghanistan, have masculine and feminine
gender in the third person singular and plural (David 2014:193).








In Ashéninka Perené, an Arawakan language of Peru, the first person singular is
marked with the proclitic n(o)=, first person plural with a=, second person with p(i)=,
third person singular masculine with i=, third-person singular non-masculine with o=
(Mihas 2010:170). The second and third person forms can be pluralized with the
suffix -he and the distributive (which expresses the idea of “each one”) is marked with
-ye (Mihas (2010:127). Tariana, an Arawakan language spoken in Brazil, has feminine
and non-feminine gender only in the third person singular. There is no syncretism
among the PNG combinations, as seen by the subject prefixes in (46).
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Godié, an Atlantic-Congo language spoken in the Ivory Coast, has human and
non-human gender in the third person singular and plural, as shown in (47) by the
forms called by the author as “pronominal indexes.” Koromfe elaborates the
Godié-type pattern by the addition of a specialized form for the third person singular
diminutive (which denotes things smaller than usual). There is no diminutive
distinction in the third person plural (Rennison 1997:244).









Gadaba, a Dravidian language of India, has masculine and non-masculine gender
in the third person singular and plural. There is syncretism between the second person
plural and third person plural masculine; and there is no syncretism among the other
PNG categories, as seen by the non-past tense paradigm of the verb pōrp- ‘ask’ in (48).
Telugu, another Dravidian language of India, makes similar PNG distinctions, the
only difference being that instead of a masculine/non-masculine gender distinction in
the third person plural, there is human/non-human gender (Krishnamurti 1998:218).
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Kannada, a Dravidian language of India, has masculine, feminine, and neuter
gender in the third person singular, and in the third person plural there is human and
non-human gender, as shown by the conjugation of the verb baa/bar- ‘come’ in (49).
The same pattern is seen in Tamil, another Dravidian language of India (Lehmann
1993:60).










The future perfect tense of Bulgarian has masculine, feminine, and neuter gender
in the three persons of the singular (Antova et al. 2002:142-143). The future tense
forms are formed by the auxiliary verb sâm ‘be’ or bâda ‘be’ and the aorist participle
of the main verb. The past tense in Czech has masculine, feminine, and neutral gender
in the three persons of the singular and plural (Janda and Townsend 2000:33). The
past tense suffixes of Polish distinguish masculine, feminine, and neuter gender in the
63
three persons of the singular. The three persons in the plural distinguish male human
and non-male human gender. There is no syncretism (Sadowska 2012:392). The future
tense suffixes of Punjabi (Bhatia 1993:248) and the present tense inflection of
Kashmiri (Wali and Koul 1997:248), two Indo-Aryan languages spoken in India,
distinguish masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the singular and
plural.
Hindi distinguishes masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the
singular an plural. There is some syncretism, as shown in (50) by the conjugation of
the verb cǝl ‘move, come, go’ in the present perfect. Marathi (Dhongde and Wali
2009:76-80) and Urdu (Schmidt 1999:112), two other Indo-Aryan languages of India
and Pakistan, also have masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the
singular and plural, but the PNG combinations are different.
(50) Hindi (Kachru 2006:155)
M F
1SG cəla hũ cəlī hũ
1PL cəla hɛ  cəlī hɛ 
2SG cəla hɛ cəlī hɛ
2PL cəle ho cəlī ho
3SG cəla hɛ cəlī hɛ
3PL cəle hɛ  cəlī hɛ 
Betoi, an extinct language isolate of Venezuela, marks the first person of stative
verbs with the prefix r-, second person with j-, and the third person is unmarked.
These forms can be marked for plural with the suffix -olá, for masculine gender with
-oi, for feminine with -ó, and for neuter with -ajoi (Zamponi 2003:29). Barupu, a Sko
language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has masculine and feminine gender in the
three persons of the singular and in the second and third person plural. Moreover,
there is dual distinction in the three persons and there is no syncretism in the entire
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paradigm, as seen by the subject prefixes in (51), called by the author as “Class II”
conjugation, which has verb roots that begin with a vowel.















Chabu, a language isolate of Ethiopia, has masculine and feminine gender in the
first, second, and third person dual. The paradigm also has singular/plural distinction
in the three persons and there is no syncretism, as shown by the subject affixes in (52).
The same pattern in seen the subject prefixes of Ocaina, a Huitotoan language spoken
in Peru (Fagua Rincon 2013:173).
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Molalla, a language isolate of the USA, marks the first person with the suffix -k,
the second person with -a, and the third person with -t (Pharris 2006:167). The
singular is always unmarked, dual number is marked with the suffix -wan, and the
plural is marked with the suffix -ya:n (Pharris 2006:165). Feminine gender is marked
with the prefix k- and masculine gender with the prefix s- (Pharris 2006:161-162).
According to Pharris (2006:161), many, though by no means all, Molalla verbs inflect
to agree with the gender of the subject. Kanoê, a language isolate of Brazil, marks the
first person with the suffix -õ, second person with -pe, and the third person is
unmarked (Bacelar 2004:176). These forms cannot be marked for plural distinction,
but they can be marked for dual and gender. Dual is marked with the suffix -æ or -væ
(Bacelar 2004:176), masculine gender is marked with -kỹj and feminine with -nake
(Bacelar 2004:213). The occurrence of verbal dual marking without verbal plural
marking, as seen in Kanoê, is very unusual cross-linguistically. Au, a Nuclear
Torricelli spoken in Papua New Guinea, has a paradigm that distinguishes the dual
and masculine, feminine, and neuter gender in third person. There are several
syncretic forms, as shown in (53).
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(53) Au (Scorza 1985:223)
SG DU PL
1 h- w- m-
2 h- y- y-
3M k- t- n-
3F w- n- n-
3NT k- m- m-
Komnzo, a Morehead-Wasur language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has
masculine and feminine gender in the third person singular, and there is also
syncretism between the second and third person non-singular. The other person PNG
combinations do not have syncretism, as shown by the paradigm of absolutive
prefixes, called by the author as “β1 series” (which is used for the recent past
imperfective, past durative, and past iterative). The paradigm of ergative suffixes is
more impoverished: first person singular is marked by -é, first person non-singular by
-e, second and third person non-singular by -th, and second and third person singular
are unmarked (Döhler 2016:240). The forms of both paradigm scan be marked for the
dual with the suffix -n (Döhler 2016:249, 246).







Iatmul, a Ndu language spoken in Papua New Guinea, distinguishes masculine
and feminine gender only in the second and third person singular. There is syncretism
between the second and third person dual, while the other PNG combinations do not
have syncretism, as seen by the subject suffixes in (55).
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Manambu, a Ndu language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has dual in the three
persons and masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the singular, as
seen by the subject suffixes in (56). There is no syncretism among the PNG
combinations (Aikhenvald 2008:64).













Mehek, a Sepik language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has dual distinction in the
three persons and masculine, feminine, and diminutive gender in the third person
singular. There is no syncretism among the PNG combinations, as shown by the the
subject suffixes in (57).
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Olo, a Nuclear Torricelli language of Papua New Guinea, has masculine and
feminine gender in the third person singular and dual, as well as dual distinction in the
first person. There is syncretism between the first person plural and the third person
dual feminine, as seen by the subject prefixes in (58).











Cubeo, a Tucanoan language spoken in Colombia, has masculine and feminine
gender in the first and third person singular. The second person form is unmarked for
number, the third person inanimate form is unmarked for number, and an
inclusive/exclusive contrast is seen in the first person plural. There is syncretism
between the second person, third person inanimate, and first person plural inclusive.
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The other PNG combinations do not have syncretism, as seen by the present habitual
and non-recent past suffixes in (59).










Movima, a language isolate of Bolivia, has first person plural inclusive/exclusive
contrast, and there is also masculine, feminine, and neuter gender in the third person
singular. There is no syncretism among the PNG combinations, as shown by the
clitics in (60). The first and second person forms in (60) mark the ergative, while the
third person forms can mark both intransitive and transitive subjects.










Wari', a Chapacuran language spoken in Brazil, has masculine, feminine, and
neuter gender in the third person singular; and in the third person plural there is
masculine and feminine gender. There is also inclusive/exclusive distinction in the
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first person plural and the PNG categories do not have syncretism, as seen by the
subject enclitics in (61), called by the authors as “tenseless.”











Ternate, a North Halmahera language spoken in Indonesia, has masculine and
feminine gender in the third person singular, inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first
person plural, and a third person non-human form unmarked for number. There is
syncretism between the third person plural and the third person non-human, while the
other PNG combinations do not syncretism, as seen by the subject proclitics in (62).










Kunama, a language isolate spoken in Ethiopia, has inclusive/exclusive distinction
in the first person dual and plural; and there is also dual distinction in the second and
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third person, as exemplified by the subject prefixes in (63). This pattern is also seen in
the subject clitics of Wangkajunga, a Pama-Nyungan language of Australia (Jones
2011:136), in the subject prefixes of Cherokee, an Iroquoian language spoken in the
USA (Montgomery-Anderson 2008:168), in the intransitive and transitive affixes of
Arikara, a Caddoan spoken in the USA (Merlan 1975:62-63, 67, 74-75), in the subject
proclitics of Tinrin, an Austronesian language of New Caledonia (Osumi 1995:40), in
the subject enclitics of Yukulta, a Tangkic language of Australia (Keen 1983:220), and
in the subject enclitics of Mundari, an Austroasiatic language of India (Osada
1992:64). Kuuk Thaayorre, a Pama-Nyungan language of Australia, has a slightly
different pattern, the only difference being that there is syncretism between the third
person singular and dual (Gaby 2006:217). Ngan'gityemerri, a Southern Daly
language of Australia, has also a slightly different pattern, the only difference being
that there is syncretism between the first person dual inclusive and first person plural
inclusive (Reid 1990:113).












Yapese, an Austronesian language spoken in the Federated States of Micronesia,
has the paradigm of bound pronouns shown in (64), in which there is a specialized
form for the first person plural inclusive, no number distinction in the second person,
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and syncretism between the first person singular and first person plural exclusive.
There is no syncretism in the third person. The forms of this paradigm can be marked
for dual with the suffix -eew and plural with -eed (Jensen 1977:135-139).
(64) Yapese (Jensen 1977:199)
1SG gu
2SG mu





Lavukaleve, a language isolate spoken in the Solomon Islands, distinguishes dual
and clusivity, as shown by the subject prefixes in (65). There is syncretism between
the first person dual inclusive, first person plural inclusive, and second person plural.
There is no syncretism among the other person and number categories.
(65) Lavukaleve (Terrill 1999:222)
SG DU PL
1EXCL a- le- e-
1INCL a- me- me-
2 ngo-, ne- mele- me-
3 o- lo- ma-
Wambaya, a Mirndi language of Australia, elaborates the Kunama-type pattern by
the addition of masculine and non-masculine gender in the third person singular, as
shown by the transitive subject bound pronouns in (66). There is no syncretism among
the PNG combinations.
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Oneida, an Iroquoian language spoken in Canada/USA, distinguishes the dual in
three persons. There is also inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first person dual and
plural. The third person singular distinguishes masculine, feminine-indefinite (used
for human females and to mark an indefinite person), and feminine-zoic (used for
animals, inanimate objects, etc.). The third person dual and plural prefixes have a
feminine form and a form unmarked for gender. There is no syncretism, as shown by
the subject prefixes in (67) (Abbott 2006:93). The intransitive prefixes of Seneca,
another Iroquoian language of Canada/USA, have a similar pattern (Chafe 2015:31).
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3SG Feminine indefinite yak-






Bilua, a language isolate of the Solomon Islands, has masculine and feminine
gender in the third person singular. There is also first person plural inclusive
/exclusive contrast and dual distinction. There is syncretism between the first and
second person dual, and between the first person plural inclusive and second person
plural. The other PNG combinations do not have syncretism, as seen by the subject
proclitics in (68).













Motuna, a South Bougainville language spoken in Papua New Guinea, has
masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the singular. There is dual
distinction in the three persons, paucal distinction in the second and third person, and
inclusive/exclusive contrast in the the first person plural and paucal. There is no
syncretism, as seen by the conjugation in (69) of the verb kaah- ‘to disagree, not to
want.’


















Mbay, a Central Sudanic language spoken in the Central African Republic,
distinguishes seven morphemes: three singular morphemes, three plural morphemes,
and the first person dual morpheme, as shown by the subject affixes in (70). Lakhota,
a Siouan language of the USA, has a pattern similar to Mbay. The only difference is
that the first person dual has an inclusive interpretation (Van Valin 1977:5). The
Lakhota pattern is also seen in Pech, a Chibchan language spoken in Honduras (Holt
1999:54). The subject affixes of Moro, a Heibanic language from Sudan, elaborate the
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Mbay-type pattern by the addition of an inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first
person plural (Black and Black 1971:5)








Somali has an inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural and
masculine/feminine gender in the third person singular, as illustrated by the subject
clitics in (71). There is syncretism between the third person singular feminine and
third person plural.









Euchee, a language isolate spoken in the USA, has Euchee masculine, Euchee
feminine, non-Euchee, and inanimate gender in the third person. Euchee has first
person plural inclusive/exclusive contrast. Moreover, there is no number distinction in
the third person inanimate and non-Euchee, while the other PNG categories do not
have any syncretism, as seen by the subject prefixes in (72).
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(72) Euchee (Linn 2001:125)
1SG di-
2SG tse-
3SG Euchee masculine hẽ-







Huehuetla Tepehua, a Totonacan language spoken in Mexico, has first person
plural inclusive and exclusive distinction; and the third person plural has animate and
inanimate gender, as shown by the intransitive affixes in (73). There is no syncretism
among the PNG combinations.









The agent affixes of Assiniboine, a Siouan language spoken in the USA,
distinguish the first person dual inclusive and there is also animate and inanimate
gender in the third person plural. Third person plural inanimate is unmarked, just as
the third person singular, as shown in (74).
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Zialo, a Mande language spoken in Guinea, elaborates the Spanish-type pattern by
the addition of a first person dual inclusive and first person plural inclusive/exclusive
distinction, as shown by the subject clitics in (75).









The Zialo-type pattern is also seen in the subject clitics of Lumun, a Narrow
Talodi language of Sudan (Smits 2017:205-207), in the subject prefixes of Yawuru, a
Nyulnyulan language spoken in Australia (Hosokawa 1991:118), in the subject
prefixes of Emmi, a Western Daly language of Australia (Ford 1998:163), in the
intransitive prefixes of Wardaman, a Yangmanic language of Australia (Merlan
1994:125), and in the absolutive and ergative enclitics of Ilocano, an Austronesian
language spoken in the Philippines (Rubino 1997:52-54).
Urarina, a language isolate spoken in Peru, has a pattern similar to Zialo, the only
difference being that the first person dual is unmarked for clusivity, as seen by the
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subject suffixes in (76).









In Sierra Popoluca, a Mixe-Zoque language of Mexico, first person exclusive is
marked with the ergative proclitic ʔa=, first person inclusive with ta=, second person
with mi=, and third person with ʔi=. The same distinctions are seen in the absolutive
proclitics (De Jong Boudreault 2009:162). The suffix -taʔm marks plurality on the
verb of the first and second person, and the suffix -yaj indicates plurality on verbs of
the third person (de Jong Boudreault 2009:427-428). The monovalent prefixes of
Bininj Gun-Wok, a Gunwinyguan language spoken in Australia, distinguish the
pattern know as “unit-augmented” in the literature (Cysouw 2005:239). The
unit-augmented of the first person dual inclusive is interpreted as “I and you two”, of
the first person exclusive as “I and one other”, of the second person as “you two”, and
of the third person as “they two”, as exemplified in (77).
(77) Bininj Gun-Wok (Evans 2003:401)
Minimal Unit-augmented Augmented
1EXCL nga- (ng)ani- (ng)arri-
1INCL (ng)arr- gani- garri-
2 yi- (ng)uni- (ng)urri-
3 ga- gabani- gabarri-
Gaagudju, a language isolate of Australia, distinguishes noun class gender in the
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third person and first person dual inclusive, as shown by the intransitive prefixes in
(78). Gaagudju has four noun classes: Class 1 (human males, most animates, etc.);
Class 2 (human females, some animates); Class 3 (plants and their parts, weapons);
and Class 4 (abstract entities, body parts, etc.) (Harvey 2002:149). Plurality is marked
by the clitics da/mba (Harvey 2002:273), and unit augmented is marked by the clitics
njdja/mana (Harvey 2002:269).




3SG Class 1 Ø-
3SG Class 2 nj-dja-
3SG Class 3 ma-ya-
3SG Class 4 nj-dja-
Nakkara, a Maningrida language of Australia, has clusivity and the unit-
augmented distinction. Some of the forms distinguish feminine gender and others are
unmarked for gender, as seen by the intransitive prefixes in (79).
(79) Nakkara (Eather 2011:173)
Minimal Unit-augmented Augmented
1 nga- ngina- ngirrba-
1F - ngirr(a)- -
1/2 rra- nguna- ngurrba-
1/2F - ngurr(a)- -
2 nja- nuna- nurrba-
2F - nurr(a)- -
3 Ø- bana- (ba)rrba-
3F ki- barr(a)- -
Limilngan, a Limilngan-Wulna language from Australia, distinguishes first person
dual inclusive, first person plural inclusive/exclusive, and noun class gender in the
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third person. There is syncretism between the first person dual inclusive and class 3,
as shown by the intransitive realis prefixes in (80). Limilngan has four noun classes:
Class 1 (humans), Class 2 (animals), Class 3 (plants), and Class 4 (residue) (Harvey
2001:45). MalakMalak, a Northern Daly language of Australia, has a similar pattern
(Birk 1976:50). Mawng, a Iwaidjan Proper language of Australia, has first person
plural inclusive/exclusive distinction and noun class gender in the third person.
Mawng has five noun classes: (a) masculine, (b) feminine, (c) land, (d) vegetation,
and (e) edible (Singer 2006:55). Yanyuwa, a Pama-Nyungan language of Australia,
distinguishes the dual in the three person persons, first person dual/plural inclusive,
and gender in the third person. Yanyuwa has, in addition to a masculine/feminine
contrast, three other genders: Class 1 (food), Class 2 (arboreal), and Class 3 (abstract)
(Kirton and Charlie 1996:91).




3SG Class 1 w-
3SG Class 2 il-
3SG Class 3 mi-





Worrorra, a Worrorran language of Australia, has first person plural
inclusive/exclusive and noun class gender in the third person, as illustrated by the
intransitive prefixes in (81). Worrorra has four noun classes: Class 1 (masculine),
Class 2 (feminine), Class 3 (celestial), and Class 4 (terrestrial). Enindhilyakwa, a
Gunwinyguan language of Australia, has dual, trial, clusivity, and noun class gender.
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Class 1 is ‘vegetable’ and Class 2 is ‘neuter’ (Van Egmond 2012:135).
(81) Worrorra (Clendon 2014:110)
1SG nga-
2SG ngun-
3SG Class 1 ka-
3SG Class 2 nyin-
3SG Class 3 kun-





Chalcatongo Mixtec, an Otomanguean language of Mexico, distinguishes the first
person plural inclusive and has, in addition to masculine and feminine, the genders
shown by the paradigm of subject enclitics in (82). Only the first person plural
inclusive pronoun is inherently plural and the plural of other persons may be marked
by addition of the prefix ka- (Macaulay 1996:81).










Mangarayi, a Mangarrayi-Maran language of Australia, distinguishes the first
person trial, clusivity in the first person person dual and plural, and dual in the in the
second and third person. There is no syncretism among the person and number
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combinations, as shown by the intransitive prefixes in (83).













The subject prefixes of Kwamera, an Austronesian language spoken in Vanuatu,
have syncretism between the first person dual inclusive and third person dual, as
shown by the subject prefixes in (84). These forms can be marked for dual with the
prefix rou-, for trial with har-, and for plural with ha- (Lindstrom and Lynch
1994:10).









Table 3.1 shows that NSLs are more frequent than partial and non-NSLs, regardless of
the number of PNG combinations. Table 3.2 shows that, among the NSLs with subject
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agreement on the verb, NSLs with seven or more combinations are the most frequent
in all areas. Table 3.3 shows that, among the NSLs with subject agreement on the verb,
NSLs with seven or more combinations are the most widespread genealogically.
Generally, among languages with subject agreement on the verb, the greater the
number of PNG combinations, the more geographically and genealogically
widespread are the NSLs, as can be seen in Tables 3.2 and 3.3. NSLs without subject
agreement on the verb are more numerous than NSLs with seven or more
combinations only in Eurasia, as can be seen in Table 3.2. In this area, NSLs without
subject agreement on the verb are also more widespread genealogically, as shown in
Table 3.3.
Table 3.1 Number of NSLs, partial NSLs, and non-NSLs
Table 3.2 Number of NSLs, broken up by area
Number of PNG combinations
No agreement 2-3 4 5 6 7 or more Total
NSLs 73 5 9 20 84 171 362
Partial NSLs 5 2 0 1 2 2 12
Non-NSLs 19 4 2 2 1 1 29
Total 97 11 11 23 87 174 403
Number of PNG combinations
No agreement 2-3 4 5 6 7 or more Total
Africa 3 0 1 3 15 34 56
Eurasia 34 2 1 5 26 27 95
Papunesia 17 1 3 3 10 33 67
Australia 11 1 1 0 2 22 37
North America 3 0 1 5 19 28 56
South America 5 1 2 4 12 27 51
Total 73 5 9 20 84 171 362
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Table 3.3 Number of families with NSLs, broken up by area
Number of PNG combinations
No agreement 2-3 4 5 6 7 or more Total
Africa 2 0 1 2 9 15 29
Eurasia 14 2 1 3 12 12 44
Papunesia 8 1 2 3 5 13 32
Australia 2 1 1 0 2 18 24
North America 3 0 1 5 14 21 44
South America 5 1 2 4 11 21 44
Total 34 5 8 17 53 100 217
It is possible to see in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 that languages with two to four PNG
combinations are apparently few. This hints at the possibility that there is a
cross-linguistics dispreference for poor agreement, irrespective of the occurrence of
optional or obligatory subjects.
The threshold of seven or more PNG combinations was established due to two
reasons. Firstly, the number of partial and non-NSLs gradually disappears from seven
PNG combinations onwards, as can be seen in Table 3.4. Secondly, the areal
differences among NSLs gradually decrease from seven PNG combinations onwards,
as shown in Table 3.5. For example, there are few NSLs with six PNG combinations
in Australia, while in Eurasia and North America there are many. Moreover, there are
more Eurasian and North American NSLs with six PNG combinations than with
seven PNG combinations. The areal differences among families with NSLs also
gradually decrease from seven PNG combinations onwards, as can be seen in in Table
3.6.
The languages indicated by a question mark are the following six Atlantic-Congo
languages: Lucazi, Shona, Zulu, Chichewa, Oshindonga, and Northern Sotho. The
sources available to me on these languages do not specify the tone of the agreement
markers. Hence, I was unable to determine the exact number of PNG combinations.
However, these languages have surely seven or more PNG combinations, as can be
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seen by the subject concords of Northern Sotho in (85). According to Lombard
(1985:50), the Classes X and Y are locative classes and do not fit in with any of the
recognized Bantoid classes.






















Table 3.4 Number of NSLs, partial NSLs, and non-NSLs (in detail)
Number of PNG combinations NSLs Partial NSLs Non-NSLs Total
No agreement 73 5 19 97
2-3 5 2 4 11
4 9 0 2 11
5 20 1 2 23
6 84 2 1 87
7 55 1 1 57
8 24 0 0 24
9 32 1 0 33
10 11 0 0 11
11 12 0 0 12
12 12 0 0 12
14 5 0 0 5
15 6 0 0 6
16 1 0 0 1
17 2 0 0 2
18 4 0 0 4
21 1 0 0 1
? 6 0 0 6
Total 362 12 29 403
Table 3.5 Number of NSLs, broken up by area (in detail)
Number of PNG
combinations
Africa Eurasia Papu Australia N Amer S Amer Total
No agreement 3 34 17 11 3 5 73
2-3 0 2 1 1 0 1 5
4 1 1 3 1 1 2 9
5 3 5 3 0 5 4 20
6 15 26 10 2 19 12 84
7 11 7 16 3 11 7 55
8 8 2 2 3 3 6 24
9 3 9 7 1 6 6 32
10 0 0 2 4 2 3 11
11 2 3 2 4 1 0 12
12 1 4 1 3 1 2 12
14 2 0 2 0 0 1 5
15 1 1 0 1 2 1 6
16 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
17 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
18 0 1 0 1 2 0 4
21 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
? 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
Total 56 95 67 37 56 51 362
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Table 3.6 Number of families with NSLs, broken up by area (in detail)
Number of PNG
combinations
Africa Eurasia Papu Australia N Amer S Amer Total
No agreement 2 14 8 2 3 5 34
2-3 0 2 1 1 0 1 5
4 1 1 2 1 1 2 8
5 2 3 3 0 5 4 17
6 9 12 5 2 14 11 53
7 9 6 3 3 9 5 35
8 5 1 2 3 3 5 19
9 2 6 6 1 6 6 27
10 0 0 2 4 2 3 11
11 2 3 2 4 1 0 12
12 1 1 1 3 1 2 9
14 1 0 2 0 0 1 4
15 1 1 0 1 1 1 5
16 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
17 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
18 0 1 0 1 2 0 4
21 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
? 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 36 51 38 28 48 47 248
Creissels (2005:50) warns that the morphemes termed “subject pronouns” in
descriptions of African languages are mostly not really separate words and should be
reanalyzed as dependent forms. Following this, African non-NSLs without subject
agreement on the verb would actually be NSLs with subject agreement on the verb.
Nonetheless, the claim of the present chapter (i.e., that, among languages with subject
agreement on the verb, NSLs with seven or more PNG combinations are the most
widespread geographically and genealogically) would still hold. Among the 13
African non-NSLs without subject agreement on the verb, the “subject pronouns”
distinguish seven or more PNG combinations in six languages, six combinations in
six languages, and five combinations in one language. In this case, in Africa there
would be in total four NSLs with five PNG combinations, 21 NSLs with six
combinations, and 40 NSLs with seven or more combinations. Moreover, the number
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of African families with NSLs would be two for languages with five combinations,





The goals of this chapter are twofold: (a) to provide a description of the PNG
combinations seen in the paradigm of independent subject pronouns; and (b) to
compare such combinations with those seen in the paradigm of subject dependent
person markers. Optional dependent number and gender markers will not be taken
into account, as such optional markers are generally not considered as being part of
person paradigms (Siewierska 2004:81, Cysouw 2003:114). Separate number and
gender markers will only be considered if they are obligatory, as in the subject affixes
of Pipil shown in (1). The plural suffix -t is obligatorily used.







Languages in which independent pronouns present the only evidence for gender,
such as English, will be considered as having gender. However, only third person
independent pronouns will be taken into account. Regarding this, Corbett (2013) notes
that the control of third person anaphoric pronouns (the girl... she) is generally
considered as a type of gender distinction.
It is very rare for a language to have paradigms of independent subject pronouns
with different number of PNG combinations. For example, in Komnzo the paradigm
of ergative independent pronouns makes a six-way distinction, while the paradigm of
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absolutive independent pronouns makes a four-way distinction (there is no number
distinction in the second and third person), as seen in (2). In this case, I considered the
paradigm with the highest number of PNG combinations.
(2) Komnzo (Döhler 2016:114)
Ergative Absolutive
1SG nze 1SG nzä
2SG be 2SG bä
3SG naf 3SG fi
1PL ni 1PL ni
2PL bné 2PL bä
3PL nafa 3PL fi
I will also consider cases in which independent subject pronouns are marked by
separate number and gender markers, as long as these markers are obligatory. For
example, in Mandarin Chinese the first person pronoun is wo, the second person
pronon is ni, and third person pronoun is ta. Plurality is obligatorily marked by men
(Yip and Rimmington 2004:47).
The following two languages will not be analyzed in this chapter. Nxa'amxcin has
obligatory pro-drop for the subject position. Thus, no subject or object pronouns are
overtly expressed (Willet 2003:93). Mbay has no independent personal pronouns
(Keegan 1997:62-63).
4.1 Two to three PNG combinations
Jarawa pronouns distinguish the three persons, but do not distinguish number nor
gender, as shown in (2). The Jarawa-type pattern is also seen in Hualapai
(Watahomigie et al. 1982:204), Maricopa (Gordon 1986:53-59), Kawésqar (Aguilera
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2001:32), Cherokee (Montgomery-Anderson 2008:477, 513-514), Acoma Keresan3
(Maring 1967:43, 47-48; Lachler 2006:111 ff.), Seri (Marlett 1981:130), and
Mamaindê (Eberhard 2009:356-357). In Sierra Popoluca the first person pronoun is
Ɂɨch, the second person pronoun is mich, and the third person pronoun is jeɁ. These
pronouns are unmarked for number (De Jong Boudreault 2009:155). Plurality is
marked on these pronouns by the optional enclitics tam (human plural) and yaj
(non-human plural) (De Jong Boudreault 2009:171-173).




4.2. Four PNG combinations
Assiniboine has four pronouns: míš (first person singular), ųkíš (first person plural),
níš (second person, unmarked for number), and  Rš (third person, unmarked for
number) (Cumberland 2005:130). In Kiowa, the first person pronouns is n R and the
second person pronouns is ám. Both of these pronouns are unmarked for number. The
third person pronouns are édè (singular) and ég ⹃ (plural) (Watkins 1984:98, 100).
Javanese distinguishes the singular and plural only in the first person. Second and
third person pronouns are unmarked for number, as shown in (4). The Javanese-type
pattern is also seen in Tutelo (Oliverio 1997:150).
3 Maring (1967) refers to the language being described as Acoma Keresan, while Lachler (2006) refers to the
language as Laguna Keres. Both grammars describe the same language (glottocode: west2632).
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(4) Javanese (Robson 1992:33)
SG PL
1 aku awaké dhéwé
2 kowe
3 dheweke
Imonda has four pronouns: ka (first person), ne (second person), ehe (third person),
and pël (first person inclusive). These pronouns are unmarked for number (Seiler
1985:44).
4.3 Five PNG combinations
Nez Perce pronouns have syncretism between the second and third person plural
(Rude 1985:123). There is no syncretism among the other person and number
categories, as seen in (5). The Nez Perce-type pattern is also seen in Sango (Samarin
1963:135).






Kutenai distinguishes the singular and plural in the first and second person, while
the third person is unmarked for number, as seen in (6). The Kutenai-type pattern is
also seen in Chimariko (Jany 2009:52), Muniche (Icahuate et al. 2009:9),
Nuuchahnulth (Davidson 2002:339, Werle 2015:14), Lowland Chontal (O'Connor
2007:43), and Urdu (Schmidt 1999:17).
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Slave has syncretism between the first and second person plural. The other person
and number categories do not have syncretism, as shown in (7).






4.4 Six PNG combinations
Armenian pronouns, presented in (9), make the same PNG distinction as the
previously mentioned Spanish-type pattern, that is, singular and plural in the three
persons. This PNG combination, when manifested in independent pronouns, will be
henceforth called the Armenian-type pattern. This pattern is attested in 96 languages
and is by far the most frequent pattern among the languages with the six-way
distinction in pronouns.





In Eurasia, the Armenian-type pattern is seen in Kazakh (Kara 2002:23), Uyghur
(Yakup 2005:104), Kolyma Yukaghir (Maslova 2009:234-234), Uzbek (Sjoberg
1997:89-90), Turkmen (Clark 1998:181), Turkish (Kornfilt 1997:281), Kirghiz
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(Hebert and Poppe 1997:20), Kabardian (Colarusso 1992:65-66), Hungarian (Kenesei
et al. 1998:260), Georgian (Hewitt 1995:76-77), Finnish (Karlsson 1983:136-137),
Estonian (Moseley 1994:13), Brahui (Elfenbein 1998:396), Itelmen (Georg and
Volodin 1999:125), Chukchi (Dunn 1999:120), Darma (Willis 2007:200), Burmese
(San and McCormick 2014:24), Chinese (Li and Thompson 1989:134), Tujia (Brasset
et al. 2006:48), Khmer (Haiman 2011:184), Mangghuer (Slater 2003:83-84). Sinhala
(Chandralal 2010:46), Thai (Smyth 2002:39-43), Lao (Enfield 2007:77), Zoulei (Li et
al. 2014:100), Punjabi (Bhatia 1993:229), Ket (Georg 2007:159), Buriat (Poppe
1960:50-53), Basque (Rijk 2008:111-113, 206-207), Hindi (Kachru 2006:62),
Western Yugur (Roos 2000:81, 83), Korean (Sohn 1999:207), Lezgian (Haspelmath
1993:184, 190), and Mongolian (Janhunen 2012: 130, 134).
In Papunesia, the Armenian-type pattern is encountered in Una (Louwerse
1988:72), Tauya (MacDonald 1990:92), Komnzo (Döhler 2016:114), Wambon (De
Vries and De Vries-Wiersma 1992:41), Aghu (Van den Heuvel 2016:177), Mauwake
(Berghäll 2015:89), Lower Grand Valley Dani (Bromley 1981:190), Daga (Murane
1974:34), Usan (Reesink 1987:53), Madurese (Davies 2010:82), and Bauzi (Briley
1997:60-62). In Africa, the pattern is seen in Fur (Jakobi 1990:92), Mbodomo (Boyd
1997:66), Igbo (Anyanwu 2012:377), Kunuz Nubian (Abdel-Hafiz 1988:88), Eleme
(Bond 2006:84), Lango (Noonan 1992:108), Degema (Kari 1997:31), Oko (Atoyebi
2010:111), Kabba (Moser 2004:155), Wolof (Torrence 2013:54), Tadaksahak
(Christiansen-Bolli 2010:119), Maba (Weiss 2009:126), Kanuri (Hutchison 1981:45),
Jamsay (Heath 2008:156), Fyem (Nettle 1998:28), Ewe (Rongier 2004:98), Dholuo
(Okoth-Okombo 1997:57), Mano (Khachaturyan 2014:87), Gbaya (Roulon-Doko
1997:83), Gola (Koroma 1994:54), Kisi (Childs 1995: 104), Temne (Kamarah 2007:
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77-78), Siamou (Toews 2015: 39-40), Koyra Chiini (Heath 1999:57), Yoruba
(Schleicher 2008:4, 72), and Murle (Arensen 1982:89).
In North America, the Armenian-type pattern is attested in Huehuetla Tepehua
(Kung 2007:395), Warihío (Félix Armendáriz 2005:57), Cupeño (Hill 2005:233),
Pipil (Campbell 1985:53), Classical Nahuatl (Andrews 2003:127), Huastec
(Edmonson 1988:133), Biloxi (Einaudi 1976:69), West Greenlandic (Fortescue
1984:253), Wappo (Thompson et al. 2006:25), Yurok (Garrett 2014:31, 33). In South
America, the pattern is seen in Kanoê (Bacelar 2004:141), Betoi (Zamponi 2003:18),
Awa Pit (Curnow 1997:86), Ika (Frank 1985:34), Urubu-Kaapor (Kakumasu
1986:379), Karajá (Ribeiro 2012:206), Yurakaré (Van Gijn 2006:144), Wampis (Peña
2015:331), Puinave (Higuita (2008:170), Paresi-Haliti (Brandão 2014:85), Yawanawá
(Paula 2004:148), Epena Pedee (Harms 1994:58), Hup (Epps 2008:159), Pilagá
(Vidal 2013:66), and Imbabura Quechua (Cole 1982:129).
Eastern Kayah Li distinguishes the singular and plural in the first and second
persons. The pronouns Ɂa, lū, Ɂū are unmarked for number; and jesī is a specialized
form for the third person plural, as shown in (9).





3 Ɂa, lū, Ɂū
3PL jesī
In the La'ershan dialect of Xong, the pronoun beul is unmarked for number, and
the pronouns miant refers only to the third person plural. There is no syncretism
among the other person and number categories, as seen in (10).
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Warekena has syncretism between the second and third person plural. There is
masculine and feminine distinction in the third person singular, as shown in (11). The
other person and number categories do not have syncretism.








Mako has masculine and feminine gender in the third person singular. There is
syncretism between the first person plural and second person plural, as seen in (12).
The other PNG categories do not have syncretism.









Oneida pronouns do not have number distinction in the first and second person.
The third person pronouns distinguish gender (already explained in example (67) of
Chapter 3) and the singular/plural contrast, as shown in (13).




3SG Feminine indefinite akaulhá
3SG Feminine zoic aulhá
3PL lonulhá
In Navaho, the third person singular is syncretic with the third person dual; the
first person dual is syncretic with the second person dual; and the first person plural is
syncretic with the second person plural, as shown in (14).







San Carlos Apache pronouns do not distinguish number in the third person.
However, there is human/non-human contrast in the third person. There is
singular/plural distinction in the first and second person, as shown in (15).
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Choctaw elaborates the Kutenai-type pattern by the addition of a specialized form
for the first person multiple (which means a large group) and a specialized form for
the first person paucal, as seen in (16).







Guató has a specialized form for the first person dual inclusive and first person
plural, as shown in (17). The second person pronoun is unmarked for number, but the
independent plural morpheme mẽhẽ can be attached to this pronoun (Palácio
1984:50-51, 75, 87).







Dom distinguishes the first person plural unmarked for clusivity and the first
person plural inclusive and exclusive. There is no number distinction in the second
and third person, as presented in (18).







Sanapaná distinguishes between first and non first person pronouns. There is
masculine and feminine gender in the singular and plural of non-first pronouns, as
exemplified in (19).







4.5 Seven or more PNG combinations
Burushaski pronouns have three genders in the third person: human, X (animals,
concrete things, fruits, etc.), and Y (abstract notions, buildings, trees, liquids, etc.), as
seen in (20). Among the pronouns shown, the first and second person forms are
ergative, while the third person forms are unmarked for case.
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Among the Indo-European languages, gender only in the third person is also
found in English, German (Donaldson 2007:49-50), Dutch (De Schutter
1994:460-462), Icelandic (Einarsson 1956:68), French (Batchelor and Chebli-Saadi
2011:436), Irish (Mac Congáil 2004:109), Latvian (Prauli   2012:51), Polish
(Sadowska 2012:266-269), Russian (Dunn 2009:148), Romanian (Gönczoel-Davies
2008:59), Portuguese (Azevedo 2004:66), Italian (Proudfoot and Cardo 1997:65-66),
Modern Greek (Holton et. al 2004:91), Pashto (David 2014:158-159), Kashmiri (Wali
and Koul 1997:196), Latin (Morwood 1999:26-27), Albanian (Newmark et al.
1982:261), Czech (Janda and Townsend 2000:26), Bulgarian (Antova et al. 2002:79),
Danish (Bredsdorff 1958:81), Norwegian (Strandskogen and Strandskogen 1995:102),
and Swedish (Holmes and Hinchliffle 1994:140-141). Spanish has gender in the third
person singular and plural. There is also gender in the first and second person plural
(Kattán-Ibarra and Pountain 2003:34-36). Other languages in Eurasia that have gender
only in the third person are Gadaba, which has a masculine and non-masculine
contrast (Bhaskararao 1998:336), Dzongkha, which has a masculine/feminine
distinction in the third person singular (Van Driem 1998:119), Mishmi, which has a
human/non-human distinction in the third person singular and plural (Sastry 1984:80),
and Japanese, which has a masculine/feminine distinction in the third person singular
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and plural (Hinds 1986:239). Kannada distinguishes masculine, feminine, and neuter
gender in third person singular, while in the third person plural there is a
human/non-human contrast (Schiffman 1983:38).
In Papunesia, masculine and feminine gender only in the third person singular is
seen in Yeri (Wilson 2017:176). In South America, masculine and feminine gender in
the third person singular is seen in Ecuadorian Siona (Wheeler 1970:141), and Kulina
(Dienst 2014:173). In North America, gender in the third person is seen in Seneca
(Chafe 2015:116) and Southern Pomo (Walker 2013:226). In Africa, masculine and
feminine gender in the third person singular is seen in Oromo (Ali and Zaborski
1990:4), Sandawe (Eaton 2010:27), Haro (Woldemariam 2004:106). Dagaare has
human/non-human distinction only in the third person plural (Bodomo 2000:18).
Nzadi has human/non-human contrast in the third person singular and plural (Crane et
al. 2011:76). In Australia, masculine and feminine gender in the third person singular
is seen in Modern Tiwi (Lee 1987:103).
Egyptian Arabic has masculine and feminine gender in the second and third
person singular, as seen in (21). The Egyptian Arabic-type pattern is also seen in
Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003:32), Hausa (Jaggar 2001:403), Coptic (Layton 2000:65), and
Amharic (Leslau 1995:46). Gulf Arabic also has a similar pattern, the difference being
that there is masculine and feminine distinction also in the second and third person
plural (Qafisheh 1977:159). Modern Hebrew has masculine and feminine gender in
the second and third person singular and plural (Berman 1997:317). The Modern
Hebrew-type pattern is also seen in Tamazight (Abdel-Massih 1971:35). Tamashek
has masculine and feminine gender in the second person singular. Such gender
distinctions are also seen in the three persons of the plural (Heath 2005:237-238).
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Pnar elaborates the Egyptian Arabic-type pattern by the addition of a specialized form
for the third person singular neuter (Ring 2015:96).









Maybrat distinguishes masculine and unmarked gender in the third person singular
(Dol 2007:67). Persian distinguishes between human and non-human in the third
person singular and plural (Mace 2003:65). Tlingit pronouns have the human and
non-human distinction only in the third person singular, as seen in (22). Godié
elaborates the Tlingit-type pattern by the addition of a human/non-human distinction
in the third person plural (Godé 2008:172). Koromfe elaborates the Godié-type
pattern by the addition of diminutive gender (which denotes things smaller than usual)
in the third person singular (Rennison 1997:237).









Páez distinguishes masculine and feminine gender only in the first and second
person singular, as shown in (23). There is no syncretism among the PNG
combinations.









Iraqw distinguishes masculine and feminine gender only in the second person
singular, as shown in (24). The paradigm has no syncretism among the PNG
combinations.








Iatê has masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the singular. There
is also gender in the third person plural, as seen in (25). There is no syncretism among
the PNG combinations.
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Tariana has masculine and feminine gender distinction in the third person singular,
as seen in (26). The plural pronouns distinguish the feminine in the three persons,
while the plural pronouns waha, iha, and naha are unmarked for gender.











Swahili pronouns have, just like the Swahili agreement markers in example (42)
of Chapter 3, noun class gender in the third person, as seen in (27). Other
Atlantic-Congo that have noun class gender in their third person pronouns are
Chichewa (Watkins 1937:118), Zulu (Poulos and Bosch 1997:10), Mbalanhu (Fourie
1983:14), Oshindonga (Fivaz 1986:59), Lucazi (Fleisch 2000:84-85), Cicipu (McGill
2009:185), Shona (Fortune 1955:134), Eton (Van de Velde 2008:138-139), Northern
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Sotho (Lombard 1985:86), Balanta (Fudeman 1999:69-70), and Kar (Wichser
1994:215, 223).

















Kusunda distinguishes the pronouns in (28). Plural number does not occur with
third person pronouns. However, duals and other numbers can be distinguished in
independent pronouns by special pronominal numbers which are different from
cardinal numbers (Watters 2006:44-45). For example, gina dziŋa ‘they two’, gina da
‘they three’, gina pyaŋdzaŋ ‘they four’, gina paŋdzaŋ ‘they five’, and gina mənni
‘they many.’








Kham distinguishes the dual in the three persons, as seen in (29). The Kham-type
pattern is also seen in Sunwar (Borchers 2008:67), Lepcha (Plaisier 2007:66), Ersu
(Zhang 2013:232), Meithei (Chelliah 1997:79), Dhimal (King 2009:66), Nihali
(Nagaraja 2014:34), Hkongso (Wright 2009:112), Tangam (Post 2017:76), Maidu
(Dixon 1911:713), Ma Manda (Pennington 2016:263), Yagaria (Renck 1975:15-16),
Kewapi (Yarapea 2006:49), Kapau (Oates and Oates 1968:17), Fore (Scott 1978:78),
Pite Saami (Wilbur 2014:114), Tundra Nenets (Nikolaeva 2014:47), Wagiman (Cook
1987:95), Nhanda (Blevins 2001:76), Kalkatungu (Blake 1979:31-32), Bāgandji
(Hercus 1982:109-115), Mỹky (Monserrat 2010:15, 112, 178), Tehuelche (Garay
1998:204-205), Mapuche (Smeets 2008:97), Cavineña (Guillaume 2008:569), Molalla
(Pharris 2006:230), Central Alaskan Yupik (Miyaoka 2012:383), Ichishkíin (Jansen
2010:186), Ineseño Chumash (Applegate 1972:168), Wirangu (Hercus 1999:72 ff.),
Wargamay (Dixon 1981:40), Duuŋidjawu (Kite and Wurm 2004:51), and Warrongo
(Tsunoda 2011:174-175). Duna has a pattern similar to Kham, the only difference
being that there is syncretism between the first person plural and second person plural
(San Roque 2008:74).
(29) Kham (Watters 2002:160)
SG DU PL
1 ŋa: gi-n ge:
2 nɨ: ji-n je:
3 no: no:-ni no:-rə
Tukang Besi elaborates the Armenian-type pattern by the addition of a specialized
form for the first person paucal (Donohue 1999:113). Pech elaborates the
Kutenai-type pattern by the addition of a specialized form for the first person dual
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(Holt 1999:40). Zuni elaborates the Kutenai-type pattern by the addition of a
specialized pronoun for the third person dual (Newman 1965:60).
In Wangkajunga, there is dual distinction in the first and second person, but not in
the third person, as shown by the absolutive pronouns in (30). There is no syncretism
among the person and number combinations.









Yimas distinguishes the dual in the three persons. The paucal is also distinguished
and there is syncretism between the first and second person paucal, as seen in (31).
There is no syncretism among the other person and number combinations.
(31) Yimas (Foley 2018:215)
SG DU PAU PL
1 ama kapa paŋkǝt ipa
2 mi kapwa paŋkǝt ipwa
3 mǝ mǝrǝm mǝŋgǝt mum
Udihe distinguishes the first person plural inclusive and exclusive. The other
person and number categories do not have syncretism, as shown in (32). This pattern,
when seen in independent pronouns, will be henceforth called the Udihe-type pattern.
It is attested in 50 languages and is the most frequent pattern among the languages
whose independent pronouns have seven or more PNG combinations. In South
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America, the Udihe-type pattern is seen in Mekens (Galucio 2001:38), Kamaiurá
(Seki 2000:61-62), Huallaga Quechua (Weber 1989:37), Wichí (Nercesian 2011:432),
Urarina (Olawsky 2006:213), and Maxakalí (Campos 2009:78). In North America,
this pattern is seen in Guazacapán (Rogers 2010:220), Otomí (Palancar 2009:334,
338), Chol (Vázquez Álvarez 2011:153), Nishnaabemwin (Valentine 2001:122), Itzaj
Maya (Hofling 2000:39), San Francisco del Mar Huave (Kim 2008:222), and Plains
Cree (Wolvengrey 2011:14). In Eurasia, the pattern is seen in Evenki (Nedjalkov
1997:200-201), Bunan (Widmer 2014:268-274), Manchu (Gorelova 2002:216),
Vietnamese (Thompson 1987:248-249, Nguyen 1997:124), Chrau (Thomas 1967:115),
Svan (Tuite 1997:19), Colloquial Ainu (Shibatani 1990:31), Ingush (Nichols
2011:174), and in many northern dialects, in most Min dialects and in a number of
Wu dialects of Chinese (Norman 1988:182).








In Africa, the Udihe-type pattern is seen in Kenga (Vandame 1968:29), Turkana
(Dimmendaal 1982:259), Kujireray (Watson 2015:137), Moloko (Friesen 2017:75), Ik
(Schrock 2014:202), Deiga (Reh 1994:229), Anywa (Reh 1996:164), and Hoa
(Collins and Gruber 2008:76). In Papunesia, this pattern is seen in Thao (Wang
2004:188), Tetun (Van Klinken 1999:173), Woleaian (Sohn 1975:70), Puyuma (Teng
2007:92), Paiwan (Chang 2006:177), Kunimaipa (Geary 1977:17), Gayo (Eades
2005:66), Indonesian (Sneddon 1996:165), Makalero (Huber 2011:218), Tondano
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(Brickell 2014:328), Ida’an (Goudswaard 2005:94), Teiwa (Klamer 2010:77), Lha’lua
(Pan 2012:25), Chamorro (Chung 2003:550), Big Nambas (Fox 1979:30), Atayal
(Rau 1992:126), Cebuano (Tanangkingsing 2009:120), Rukai (Zeitoun 2005:292),
and Amis (Wu 2006:85). Buru elaborates the Udihe-type pattern by the addition of a
specialized form for the third person dual (Grimes 1991: 153). However, the author
states that such pronoun is rare.
Tapiete distinguishes the first person plural inclusive and exclusive. There is no
number distinction in the third person, as seen in (33). The Tapiete-pattern is also seen
in Mundurukú (Gomes 2006:121), Kwaza (Van der Voort 2004:235), and Teribe
(Quesada 2000:46).







Rabha has inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural. There is also
human/non-human distinction only in the third person plural, as shown in (34). There
is no syncretism among the PNG combinations.










Canela-Krahô marks the first person exclusive by wa or pa, first person inclusive
by cu, second person by ca, and third person by que (Popjes and Popjes 1986:175)
These pronouns can be marked for plurality by the independent form me (Popjes and
Popjes 1986:177, 185-186). Muylaq' Aymara marks the first person exclusive by na,
first person inclusve by jiw(a)sa, second person by juma, and third person by jupa.
The plural form of these pronouns is formed by the addition of the morpheme naka.
For example, na-naka (first person plural exclusive) (Coler 2014:130).
Lakhota elaborates the Armenian-type pattern by the addition of a specialized
form for the first person dual inclusive (Van Valin 1977:75). Great Andamanese has
inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural and dual distinction in the
three persons, as seen in (35). The Great Andamanese-type pattern is also seen in
Wardaman (Merlan 1994:108), Bunuba (Rumsey 2000:71), and Xun (Heine and
König 2015:109, 112-113).











Semelai distinguishes the first person dual inclusive and also has
inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first person plural as seen in (36). The Semelai-type
pattern is also seen in Nivkh (Gruzdeva 1998:25-26), Nyulnyul (McGregor 1996:23),
Ilocano (Rubino 1997:52), Lumun (Smits 2017:197-198), Zialo (Babaev 2010:95),
112
and Dii (Bohnhoff 2010:88). Koiari elaborates the Armenian-type pattern by the
addition of a specialized form for the first person dual inclusive (Dutton 1996:48).









Moro distinguishes the first person dual an the first person plural inclusive and
exclusive, as shown in (37). Northern Paiute has a pattern similar to Moro, the only
difference being that Northern Paiute has syncretism between the second person
plural and third person plural (Thornes 2003:157).









Anejom distinguishes dual and trial in the three persons. Moreover, there is
inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person dual, trial, and plural, as seen in (38).
The Anejom-type pattern is also seen in Kokota (Palmer 2009:68), and Kwamera
(Lindstrom and Lynch 1994:6).
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Yapese has the inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person dual and plural,
as seen in (39). The Yapese-type pattern is also seen in Mualang (Tjia 2007:52), and
Rapanui (Du Feu 1996:140). Lavukaleve elaborates the Yapese-type pattern by the
addition of masculine, feminine, and neuter gender in the third person singular and
dual (Terrill 1999:156, 159).










Ngarla has dual distinction in the three persons and inclusive/exclusive distinction
in the first person dual and plural, as shown by the nominative pronouns in (40). The
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Ngarla-type pattern is also seen in Martuthunira (Dench 1995:100, 110-111), Washo
(Jacobsen 1964:445), Chukchansi (Collord 1968:101)4, Tinrin (Osumi 1995:40),
Samoan (Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992:121), Hawaiian (Elbert and Pukui 1979:107),
Maori (Bauer et al. 1993:365), Niuean (Seiter 1980:49), Amanab (Minch 1992:123),
Mundari (Osada 1992:64), Yukulta (Keen 1983:214), Kuuk Thaayorre (Gaby
2006:214), Kayardild (Evans 1995:202), Kuku Yalanji (Patz 2002:74), Wangurri
(McLellan 1992:124), and Kunama (Bender 1996:18). Wambaya elaborates the
Ngarla-type pattern by the addition of noun class gender distinction in the third person
singular (Nordlinger 1998:126).












Bilua elaborates the Ngarla-type pattern by the addition of masculine and
feminine gender in the third person singular (Obata 2003:49). The Bilua-type pattern
is also seen in Arikara (Merlan 1975:98-99). Another pattern that is similar to the
Ngarla-type pattern is seen in Korafe, which makes the same distinctions seen in
Ngarla, the only difference being that there is syncretism between the second person
dual and third person dual, and between the second person plural and third person
4 Collord (1968) refers to the language being described as Chukchansi, while Weigel (2005) refers to the language
as Yowlumne. Both grammars describe the same language (glottocode: yoku1256).
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plural (Farr and Farr 1975:735). Mangarayi elaborates the Ngarla-type pattern by the
addition of trial distinction in the first and third person (Merlan 1989:102, 113).
Sanuma distinguishes the dual only in the third person. The first person plural
inclusive is syncretic with the second person plural, as shown in (41). The other
person and number combinations do not have syncretism.








Yawuru has an augmented/unit-augmented pattern. The unit-augmented in
Yawuru marks the dual or trial, as seen in (42). The third person paucal is marked by
the specialized form yirrydyurr.
(42) Yawuru (Hosokawa 1991:291)
Minimal Unit-augmented (dual and trial) Augmented
1 ngayu yarrgarda manydya yarryirr
2 dyuyu kurrgarda manydya kurryirr
3 ginyangka yirrgarda kangadyunírrydyurr
1/2 yayu yadiri manydya yadiri
Tibetan pronouns are nga (first person), khyod=rod (second person), kho (third
person masculine), and mo (third person feminine). The dual is formed by adding by
adding gnis ‘two’, and the plural by adding tsho (DeLancey 2003:273). For example,
nga=gnyis is the first person dual pronoun. Lithuanian pronouns distinguish the dual
in the three persons. Furthermore, there is masculine and feminine gender in these
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dual categories and in the third person singular and plural, as seen in (43). According
to Ambrazas (1997:185), in present-day Lithuanian the use of the dual pronominal
form is very much on the decline and it is usually replaced by the plural form.
Another Indo-European language in which the pronouns distinguish dual and gender
is Sanskrit (Mayrhofer 1972:61-63).















Ocaina distinguishes the masculine and feminine only in the dual and the dual
occurs in the three persons, as seen in (44). There is no syncretism among the PNG
combinations.
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Mehek has masculine, feminine, and diminutive gender in the third person
singular. There is also dual distinction in the three persons, as shown in (45). Abun
has a pattern similar to Mehek, the only difference being that in the third person there
is neuter gender instead of diminutive (Berry and Berry 1999:45). Au has a pattern
similar to Abun (Scorza 1985:233).












Olo has masculine and feminine distinction in the third person singular and in
third person dual, as seen in (46). There is no syncretism among the PNG
combinations.
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Manambu distinguishes masculine and feminine gender in the second and third
person singular. There is also a specialized form for the first person dual and a form
that can refer to both the second and third person dual, as shown in (47). The same
pattern is seen in Iatmul (Jendraschek 2012:141).











Abau distinguishes the masculine and feminine in the third person singular. The
second person dual is syncretic with the third person dual. Furthermore, the third
person dual is syncretic with the third person plural, as shown in (48).
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The Giramay dialect of Dyirbal distinguishes the dual in the first and second
person. Moreover, four noun classes are seen in the third person, as presented in (49).
Class 1 is used for animates and human males; Class 2 is used for human females,
water, fire, fighting; Class 3 is used for editable vegetables and fruit; and Class 4 is
used as a residue class, dealing with everything else (Dixon 1972:308).







3 Class 1 ŋiyi
3 Class 2 ŋiɲan
3 Class 3 ŋiɲam
3 Class 4 ŋiɲa
Yidiɲ distinguishes the dual in the first person. There is no number distinction in
the third person, as seen in (50).
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Barupu has masculine and feminine gender in the three persons of the singular and
in the second and third person plural. There is also dual distinction in the three
persons, as seen in (51). However, these dual forms do not distinguish gender.















Chabu has masculine and feminine gender in the three persons. There is also dual
distinction in the three persons and the dual forms have masculine and feminine
gender, as shown in (52).
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(52) Chabu (Kibebe 2015:161)
SG DU PL
1M tiŋŋ antʃ jiŋŋ
1F ta ann jaŋfu
2M kuŋg tʃitʃak sitalak
2F kukk sijak subak
3M ji otʃtʃa odda
3F oŋŋa ojja otala
Ts’ixa has masculine, feminine, and common gender in the three persons. There is
also dual in the three persons, as seen in (53). First and second person pronouns can
be used both as subjects and objects, while the third person pronouns shown are used
only in the nominative case. The PNG distinctions seen in Ts’ixa pronouns are also
present in Khwe (Kilian-Hatz 2008:171).
(53) Ts’ixa (Fehn 2014:62)
SG DU PL
1M tí tsúḿ ǁé
1F tí súḿ sé
1C - khúḿ tsé
2M tsá tsórò ǁó
2F sá sórò só
2C - khórò tó
3M Ɂé.m⹃ Ɂé.tsérà Ɂé.ǁu
3F Ɂé.sì Ɂé.sérà Ɂé.dzi
3C - Ɂé.khórà Ɂé.n
Somali has masculine and feminine gender in the third person singular. There is
also inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural, as shown in (54).
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Ternate has masculine/feminine distinction in the third person singular and
human/non-human distinction in the third person plural. There is also
inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural, as shown in (55).










Telugu has masculine and non-masculine gender in the third person singular. The
third person plural distinguishes between human and non-human. There is also
inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural, as seen in (56). Ashéninka
Perené has a pattern similar to Telugu, the only difference being that there is a
masculine/feminine opposition in the third person plural (Mihas 2010:160). Tamil
also has a pattern similar to Telugu, the difference being that there is masculine,
feminine, and neuter gender in third person singular. There is also human and
non-human distinction in the third person plural (Lehmann 1993:95). The Tamil-type
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pattern is also seen in Malayalam (Asher 1997:258). Kuikuro has a pattern similar to
Telugu (Santos 2007:55). Marathi differs from Telugu in that masculine, feminine,
and neuter gender is distinguished in the third person singular and plural. A pattern
similar to Marathi is seen in Movima, which distinguishes masculine, feminine, and
neuter gender in the third person singular only (Haude 2006:132, 136). Cubeo
distinguishes, in addition to the first person plural inclusive and exclusive, masculine
and feminine gender in the third person singular (Morse and Maxwell 1999:82-83).










Noon pronouns have the inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural
and six noun classes in the third person (Soukka 2000:102, 106). Mawng
distinguishes inclusive/exclusive in the first person plural and gender (masculine,
feminine, land, vegetation, and edible) in the third person singular, as seen in (57).
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Wari' has the inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person plural. There is also
masculine, feminine, and neuter gender in the third person singular, while in the third
person plural only the masculine and feminine opposition is seen, as presented in (58).
In Wari', independent pronouns cannot be used as arguments (Everett and Kern
1997:295). This is cross-linguistically very rare.











Wai Wai marks the first person non-collective inclusive by the pronouns kîîwî,
first person collective inclusive by kîwyan, first person non-collective inclusive by
amna. There is no collective form for amna. An animate/inanimate distinction is seen
in the third person: noro (third person non-collective animate), nexamro (third person
125
collective animate), and ero (third person inanimate, unmarked for number) (Hawkins
1998:97). The Wai Wai-pattern are also seen in other Cariban languages: Tiriyó
(Meira 1999:152) and Apalai (Koehn and Koehn 1986:95). Arapaho distinguishes
animate/inanimate gender in the third person singular and plural, as shown in (59).
There is also inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first person plural.










Chalcatongo Mixtec has masculine, feminine, and other genders in the third
person, as shown in (60). Only the first person plural inclusive pronoun žóʔó is
inherently plural. Plural of other persons and genders may be marked by the plural
word xináɁa.










Euchee distinguishes Euchee masculine, Euchee feminine, and non-Euchee gender
in the third person singular, while in the third person plural there is a Euchee and
non-Euchee contrast, as shown in (61). There is also inclusive/exclusive distinction in
the first person plural.
(61) Euchee (Linn 2001:198)
SG PL
1 di õdi (INCL)
nõdi (EXCL)
2 tse adze
3 Euchee male hēdi hõde
3 Euchee female sedi hõde
3 non-Euchee wedi wede
Laal has masculine/feminine contrast in the first person singular. There is also
masculine, feminine, and neuter distinction in the third person singular. There is a
specialized form for the third person plural neuter; and a single form is used for the
third person plural masculine and feminine. Moreover, there is inclusive/exclusive
distinction in the first person plural, as shown in (62).













Babungo distinguishes the first person dual inclusive and the inclusive/exclusive
in the first person plural, as shown in (63). There is human/non-human distinction in
the third person. Non-human third person pronouns are indicated by 14 noun classes.










Wutung has dual distinction in the three persons. Furthermore, there is first person
dual and inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person dual and
masculine/feminine gender in the third person singular, as shown in (64).
(64) Wutung (Marmion 2010:250)
SG DU PL
1EXCL nie - -
1EXCLM - heqey netu
1EXCLF - hecey netu
1INCL - hemey netu
2 me pehing etu
3M qey tehing tetu
3F cey tehing tetu
Trumai has dual distinction in the three persons, masculine/feminine gender in the
third person singular, and inclusive/exclusive distinction in the first person dual and
plural, as seen by the absolutive pronouns in (65). The Trumai-type pattern is also
seen in Yanyuwa (Kirton and Charlie 1996:12). Diyari has a pattern similar to the
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Trumai-type pattern, the only difference being that a feminine/non-feminine gender
contrast is seen in the third person singular (Austin 1981:68). Korku also has a similar
pattern, the only difference being that a human/neuter contrast is seen in the third
person singular (Zide 2008: 264-265).













MalakMalak distinguishes the first person dual inclusive and inclusive/exclusive
in the first person plural. There is also masculine and feminine gender in the third
person singular, as shown in (66). A pattern similar to the MalakMalak-type pattern is
seen in Limilngan, the difference being that noun class gender is seen in the third
person (Harvey 2001:52, 59). Another patter similar to MalakMalak is seen in the
Gun-djeihmi dialect of Bininj Gun-Wok, the difference being that there is no clusivity
distinction in the first person plural (Evans 2003:261).
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Ngan'gityemerri has dual, trial, and plural distinction in the three persons. There is
also inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first person dual, trial, and plural. The third
person singular has masculine and feminine gender, as shown in (67).
(67) Ngan'gityemerri (Reid 1990:384)
SG DU TRL PL
1INCL - nayin nayin-nime nayin-nime
1EXCL ngayi ngarrgu ngarrgu-nime ngagurr
2 nyinyi narrgu narrgu-nime nagurr
3M nem wurruke wurruke-nime wurrum
3F ngayim wurruke wurruke-nime wurrum
Enindhilyakwa has masculine, feminine, neuter, collective, and vegetable gender
in the third person. The masculine/feminine distinction is also seen in the dual, and
there is trial distinction in the three persons. Clusivity distinction is seen in the first
person plural, dual and trial, as shown in (68). The non-human pronouns are number
neutral.
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3 Masculine noun class (yi)ngalhuwa














Worrorra has the dual in the three persons, the trial in the third person, and the
paucal in the first and second person. There is inclusive/exclusive distinction in the
first person plural, dual, and paucal. There is also masculine, feminine, celestial, and
terrestrial gender distinction in the third person, as presented in (69).
(69) Worrorra (Clendon 2014:155-156)
SG PL DU TRL PAU
1INCL - ngarri ngarrerndu - ngarringkurri
1EXCL ngayu arri arrerndu - arringkurri
2 ngunju nyirri nyirrerndu - nyirringkurri
3M awa arrka awaarndu awoorri -
3F nyangka arrka awaarndu awoorri -
3 Celestial kawa - kawaarndu kawoorri -
3 Terrestrial mawa - mawaarnduma mawoorrima -
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Nakkara has the unit-augmented pattern (already mentioned in (77) of Chapter 3)
and feminine/unmarked gender in the three persons, as shown in (70). There is no
syncretism among the PNG combinations.
(70) Nakkara (Eather 2011:97)
Minimal Unit-augmented Augmented
1 ngarabba nginayabba ngibbérrabba
1F - ngagiyakabba -
1/2 ngarrabba ngunayabba ngubbérrabba
1/2F - nganguyakabba -
2 njeyabba nunayabba nubbérrabba
2F - nanguyakabba -
3 nakabba banayabba babbéerrabba
3F ngiyakabba bangiyakabba -
Gaagudju has the following pronouns: ngaay (first person), maneerra (1+2),
ngiinja (second person), naawu (third person masculine), ngaayu (third person
feminine). Gaagudju has the augmented and unit-augmented distinction (Harvey
2002:157). Emmi has a pattern similar to the Gaagudju-type pattern (Ford 1998:125).
Motuna has the inclusive/exclusive contrast in the first person plural. The third person
distinguishes masculine, feminine, and local (which designates spatial or temporal
entities, etc.) gender. The third person dual, paucal, and diminutive is marked by the
same form, as seen in (71).
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There are 297 languages in the sample that have both agreement markers and
independent pronouns.5 In the majority (140 or 46%) of these languages, the
independent subject pronouns and agreement markers have the same number of PNG
combinations. There are 126 (42%) languages in which independent subject pronouns
have more PNG combinations than agreement markers. In a minority (31 or 10%) of
languages, the agreement markers have more PNG combinations than independent
subject pronouns.
The following three tables show that languages in which the paradigm of subject
dependent person markers has more PNG combinations than the paradigm of
independent subject pronouns are also less genealogically widespread. The results
thus support the view (Siewierska and Bakker 2005) that the semantic distinctions
seen in dependent person markers may be less richer than those encoded in
independent person markers.
5 This number does not include the following six Atlantic-Congo languages: Lucazi, Shona, Zulu, Chichewa,
Oshindonga, and Northern Sotho. The sources available to me on these languages do not specify the tone of the
agreement markers and/or independent pronouns. Hence, I was unable to compare the number of PNG
combinations seen in agreement markers with those seen in independent pronouns.
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Table 4.1. Number of languages and families in which the paradigm of independent
subject pronouns has the same number of PNG combinations as the paradigm of
subject dependent person markers, broken up by area





North America 28 20
South America 23 17
Total 140 86
Table 4.2. Number of languages and families in which the paradigm of independent
subject pronouns has more PNG combinations than the paradigm of subject
dependent person markers, broken up by area





North America 12 10
South America 21 17
Total 126 65
Table 4.3 Number of languages and families in which the paradigm of subject
dependent person markers has more PNG combinations than the paradigm of
independent subject pronouns, broken up by area





North America 12 10
South America 3 3
Total 31 24
As Siewierska (2004:113) already mentioned (but did not discuss in detail), the
most common opposition completely absent in dependent forms as compared to their
independent counterparts is gender. Among the 126 languages in which independent
subject pronouns have more PNG combinations than agreement markers, there are 30
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languages that have gender only in their independent forms. The majority (18
languages) of these languages are Indo-European. On the other hand, the most
common opposition completely absent in independent forms as compared to their
dependent counterparts is clusivity and the dual. Among the 31 languages in which
agreement markers have more PNG combinations than independent subject pronouns,
there are nine languages that have clusivity only in their dependent forms and nine




This study had two main purposes: (a) to determine if there is a correlation between
agreement richness and the occurrence of null subjects; and (b) to compare the PNG
distinctions seen in independent subject pronouns and agreement markers. The rich
information encoded by agreement markers is supposed to allow null subjects. On the
other hand, such agreement markers are assumed to derive from independent
pronouns. The investigation was based on a sample of 403 languages and measured
agreement richness by counting the number of PNG combinations encoded by subject
agreement on the verb.
It was was found that, among languages with subject agreement on the verb, NSLs
with seven or more such distinctions are the most widespread geographically and
genealogically. On the other hand, NSLs without subject agreement on the verb are
more widespread than NSLs with seven or more combinations only in Eurasia. The
findings confirm the generally assumed view that languages with rich subject
agreement on the verb tend to allow null subjects, since such languages are well
spread geographically and genealogically.
A possible explanation for this tendency is economy, which is a propensity to
economize time and effort in the expression and interpretation of constructions. The
principle of economy determines that linguistic expressions should be minimized
where possible (Croft 2003). This principle goes back to Zipf (1935), who argued that
the greater the frequency, the shorter the word. Economy is also a part of Grice’s
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Maxim of Quantity in his theory of cooperative behavior in conversation: ‘do not
make your contribution more informative than is required’ (Grice 1967/1989:26).
The relationship between null subjects and agreement richness investigated here is
an example of the principle of economy working on language: in order to prevent the
use of an overt subject or the reliance on contextual information, languages tend to
encode clear information on the PNG of the subject through subject agreement on the
verb. Redundant elements (such as overt subjects) are inefficient and therefore tend to
be eliminated from grammar over time.
However, languages are not always economical. As seen in Chapter 2, Evenki has
unambiguous information on the person and number of the subject and nevertheless
requires overt subjects. Moreover, rich agreement systems might become poorer
sometimes (Siewierska 2004:277-281). In fact, when languages without subject
agreement on the verb are considered, NSLs with seven or more combinations are not
the most geographically and genealogically widespread, as the results of Chapter 3
have shown. Therefore, another explanation that must be taken into account is the
specific histories of each family.
History might lead to the diffusion of typological characteristics among
genealogically distinct languages in a specific area. Nichols (1992) argues that
geography is, to a considerable extent, a determinant of frequencies and hence of
linguistic types. According to Nichols, a linguistic area has to do with groups of
contiguous languages. Areas have features such as centers, peripheries, homogeneity
or diversity, and directions of movement. Hence, geography is also a factor that needs
to be considered when explaining the results.
The interaction between economy, history, and geography is an example of
competing motivations working to shape linguistic structure. In a competing
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motivations model, different factors are in conflict (competition). Croft (2003) argues
that the competing motivations model can account for both variation in language
types and also frequency of language types across the world.
This study showed that languages with two to four PNG combinations are
apparently few, irrespective of having optional or obligatory subjects. This might
indicate that poor agreement does not perform a prominent role in the occurrence or
otherwise of null subjects. However, future research has still to make clear whether
the characteristics of such poor agreement systems (syncretism patterns, etc.) are
indeed related to pro-drop.
It was also shown that some PNG patterns are clearly more preferred than others.
The Spanish-type pattern (Section 3.5 of Chapter 3) and the Itzaj Maya-type pattern
(example (24) of Chapter 3) are examples of genealogically and geographically
widespread patterns. Possible constraints on these patterns are the following. The
person hierarchy in (1) predicts that number distinction is most common with the first
person and least common with the third (Siewierska 2004:92). Gender seems to
conform to the hierarchy (2) (Siewierska 2004:105), which predicts that languages
should have gender in third person only, as in Haro (example (45) of Chapter 3), or in
the second and third persons only, as in Amharic (example (40) of Chapter 3), or in all
three persons, as in Barupu (example (51) of Chapter 3).
(1) 1 > 2 > 3
(2) 3 > 2 > 1
138
Cysouw proposes more constraints, such as the Explicitness Hierachy (Cysouw
2003:164), which predicts that syncretism in non-singular categories tend not to imply
syncretism in singular categories. However, such constraints still cannot explain some
questions, such as why the Spanish-type pattern is more common than the
Choctaw-type pattern (example (4) of Chapter 3). This is a puzzle that remains
unsolved.
The occurrence of null subjects in languages in languages without subject
agreement on the verb shows some visible area effects, such as non-NSLs in Africa
and NSLs in Eurasia and Papunesia. Future research might reveal grammatical
characteristics or historical facts related to the occurrence of null subjects in
languages without agreement.
Some studies have pointed out that there are grammatical facts besides agreement
that are related to the incidence of NSLs. For example, Neelemand and Szendrői
(2007) propose that radical pro-drop (the type of pro-drop found in Chinese) occurs
only in languages whose pronouns are agglutinating for case, number, or some other
nominal feature. In Chinese the plural marker -men attaches to pronouns, and in
Japanese case morphemes, such as -ga (nominative) and -o (accusative) attach to
pronouns. On the other hand, Tomioka (2003) proposes that all radical pro-drop
languages allow robust bare noun phrase arguments, that is, arguments that receive a
wide variety of semantic interpretations (referential uses, indefinite uses, etc.).
Nariyama (2003) shows that Japanese has several argument inferring morphemes
(such as mental state verbs, conjunctive particles, etc.) that help to identify the subject.
Future studies can shed light on more grammatical facts that may be related to
occurrence of null subjects.
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Since this is a large-scale cross-linguistic study, some distinctions could not be
easily made. For example, there might be more partial NSLs than it were found, as the
authors of reference grammars sometimes do not pay due attention to null subject
phenomena. Another distinction that could not be addressed here is that some NSLs
are more likely to omit the subject than others (Cole 2010, Posio 2012). The typology
of null expletive subjects (Camacho 2013:14-20, Holmberg 2010), the identification
of null subjects (Biloa 1991, Modesto 2000, Cole 2009, Camacho 2013:109-173), and
the occurrence of null subjects in embedded clauses (Holmberg et al. 2009:64-65,
Haegeman and Ihsane 1999) have also not yet been investigated from a broader
cross-linguistic perspective.
The present investigation also could not address some issues concerning the
distinction between NSLs and non-NSLs. For example, there is the view that in NSLs
the null subject must occur in “discourse neutral” and “context neutral” clauses. If a
language does not allow null subjects in these conditions, it cannot be considered a
NSL (Roberts and Holmberg 2010:4-5, Modesto 2000:1, 50). Moreover, this work
could not distinguish topic drop (Section 1.2.4). Future research might deal with the
aforementioned distinctions among genealogically and areally diverse languages.
The comparison of languages that have both independent subject pronouns and
agreement markers has shown that only 10% of such languages have dependent
person markers with more PNG combinations than independent subject pronouns.
This finding confirms the view that agreement markers are generally not more
semantically elaborate than independent pronouns. This is due to the fact that
agreement markers are typically assumed to originate from independent pronouns. If
an independent form becomes bound, then it is more likely that this bound form will
subsequently lose its semantic distinctions rather than elaborate them.
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As Siewierska (2004:261-262) points out, the grammaticalization of agreement
markers from independent pronouns proceeds along formal, functional and semantic
dimensions. The formal dimension involves the change of the independent pronoun to
an affix. This process is gradual and may result in intermediate forms such as clitics.
The functional dimension relates to the change from an independent pronoun, that is,
a referential expression with deictic or anaphoric function to an agreement marker,
that is, a form without referential function. The semantic dimension pertains to the
reduction of information about the referential identity of the person markers. Such
reduction might involve the appearance of syncretism or the loss of clusivity, the dual,
plurality, gender, or honorification.
There are still uninvestigated aspects on the differences between independent and
bound person forms. Future investigation can shed light on the PNG distinctions and
formal similarities seen between independent and dependent person forms that mark
subjects, objects, or possessives (Siewierska 1998).
The two main conclusions of this investigation are: (a) if agreement is rich, null
subjects are allowed; and (b) the PNG distinctions encoded in subject dependent
person markers are generally less elaborate than those encoded in independent subject
pronouns. The conclusion of Chapter 3 has shown that NSLs with relatively rich
subject agreement on the verb are geographically and genealogically widespread. The
conclusion of Chapter 4 has shown that languages in which the paradigm of subject
dependent person markers has more PNG combinations than the paradigm of
independent subject pronouns are the least geographically and genealogically
widespread.
This work shows the role of large-scale cross-linguistic investigation and
statistical universals in making clear the possibilities of human language. Such
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approach is necessary to test typological generalizations, which are often first based
on a few languages. The results show that the majority of languages tend to cluster
around a certain type.
The data presented in this work might be used to enhance typological databases.
Such databases can be useful in foreign language learning by showing learners
linguistic phenomena (a) having analogues in students’ native language; (b) having no
analogues in students’ native language; and (c) overlapping in the two languages
(Galeev 2014). The cross-linguistic similarities and differences presented can be used
in other fields as well, such as diachronic linguistics. Nichols (1992) argues that
typology can use structural affinities between areas to trace ancient migrations,
colonization histories, and areal provenience of colonizers. Moreover, the relationship
between null subjects, agreement, and economy can be further developed in the future
as a theory of linguistic structure.
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APPENDIX 1




Semitic: Amharic, Egyptian Arabic
Egyptian: Coptic
Chadic: Hausa, Moloko
Cushitic: Iraqw, Oromo, Somali
Berber: Tamazight, Tamashek
Nilotic









Bantoid: Babungo, Chichewa, Eton, Swahili, Zulu, Shona,





























Central Sudanic: Kabba, Kenga, Mbay
Saharan: Kanuri



















Slavic: Bulgarian, Czech, Polish, Russian
Eastern Baltic: Latvian, Lithuanian
Germanic: Danish, Swedish, Norwegian, German, English, Dutch, Icelandic
Italic: Latin, Italian, Spanish, French, Portuguese, Romanian
Graeco-Phrygian:Modern Greek
Indo-Iranian:





Semitic: Gulf Arabic, Modern Hebrew
Sino-Tibetan
Macro-Bai: Bai




















South Dravidian: Telugu, Tamil, Kannada, Malayalam
Mongolic




























Great Andamanese: Great Andamanese
Japonic: Japanese
Koreanic: Korean












Isolates:Abun, Duna, Lavukaleve, Maybrat
Nuclear Trans New Guinea
Asmat-Awyu-Ok: Aghu, Wambon


















Eastern Malayo-Polynesian: Anejom, Big Nambas, Hawaiian,
Kokota, Kwamera,Maori, Niuean, Rapanui, Samoan, Tinrin,
Woleaian, Yapese




Malayo-Sumbawan: Indonesian, Madurese, Mualang
Northern Luzon: Ilocano
North Borneo Malayo-Polynesian: Ida'an
Greater Central Philippine: Cebuano
Chamorro: Chamorro




























Yimidhirr-Yalanji-Yidinic: Kuku Yalanji, Yidiɲ
Paman: Kuuk Thaayorre






























Athabaskan-Eyak: San Carlos Apache, Navaho, Slave
Tlingit: Tlingit
Algic




Northern Iroquoian: Oneida, Seneca





Core Mayan: Chol, Itzaj Maya
Huastecan Mayan: Huastecan
Eskimo-Aleut:West Greenlandic, Central Alaskan Yupik
Xincan: Guazacapán
Cochimi-Yuman: Hualapai, Maricopa
Huavean: San Francisco del Mar Huave
Totonacan: Huehuetla Tepehua
Kiowa-Tanoan: Kiowa




Eastern Otomanguean: Chalcatongo Mixtec
Uto-Aztecan
Southern Uto-Aztecan: Classical Nahuatl, Pipil, Southeastern Tepehuan,
Warihío
Northern Uto-Aztecan: Cupeño, Northern Paiute
Sahaptian:




















Southern Maipuran: Ashéninka Perené
Central Maipuran: Paresi-Haliti
Northern Maipuran: Tariana, Warekena
Barbacoan: Awa Pit
Aymaran:Muylaq' Aymara




























Quechua I: Huallaga Quechua









List of languages in the sample according to the number of PNG combinations and the
occurrence of null subjects
Non-NSLs without subject agreement on the verb
Babungo, Dagaare, Gbaya, Gola, Kisi, Nzadi, Sango, Temne, Kar, Siamou, Hoa,
Koyra Chiini, Laal, Danish, Ingush, Norwegian, Swedish, Amis, Abun
Non-NSLs with two to three PNG combinations
Koiari, Mbodomo, English, Dutch
Non-NSLs with four PNG combinations
Anejom, German
Non-NSLs with five PNG combinations
Icelandic, French
Non-NSL with six PNG distinctions
Wutung
Non-NSL with seve or more PNG distinctions
Evenki
Partial NSLs without subject agreement on the verb
Noon, Yoruba, Dii, Zuni, Yawanawá
Partial NSLs with two to three PNG combinations
Igbo, Trumai
Partial NSL with five PNG combinations
Irish
Partial NSLs with six PNG combinations
Kenga, Finnish
Partial NSLs with seven or more PNG combinations
Mekens, Modern Hebrew
NSLs without subject agreement on the verb
Ts'ixa, Khwe, Xun, Epena Pedee, Sanuma, Iskonawa, Hup, Qawasqar, Northern,
Paiute, Yowlumne, Wappo, Diyari, Dyirbal, Kayardild, Kuku Yalanji, Wirangu,
Yidiɲ, Wargamay, Duuŋidjawu, Warrongo Wangurri, Martuthunira, Western Yugur,
Lepcha, Eastern Kayah Li, Bai, Burmese, Dzongkha, Hkongso, Mandarin, Meithei,,
Mishmi, Rabha, Tangam, Tibetan, Tujia, Ersu, Japanese, Khmer, Korku, Vietnamese,
Pnar, Chrau, Korean. Lezgian, Malayalam, Manchu, Mangghuer, Mongolian, Sinhala,
Xong, Thai, Lao, Zoulei, Nivkh, Nihali, Samoan, Ida'an, Hawaiian, Indonesian,
Javanese, Madurese, Maori, Mualang, Niuean, Rapanui, Abau, Teiwa, Amanab, Bauzi,
Duna, Imonda, Makalero
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NSLs wth two to three PNG combinations
Ecuadorian Siona, Thao, Bunan, Jarawa, Ngarla
NSLs with four PNG combinations
Canela-Krahô, Awa Pit, Darma, Kunuz Nubian, Aghu, Wambon, Kokota, Nez Perce,
Nhanda
NSLs with five PNG combinations
Choctaw, Kutenai, Navaho, Maidu, Warihío, Korafe, Tetun, Maybrat, Semelai,
Uyghur, Latvian, Lithuanian, Kazakh, Degema, Lango, Eleme, Muniche, Imbabura
Quechua, Urubu-Kaapor, Ika
NSLs with six PNG combinations
Mano, Dholuo, Ewe, Fyem, Jamsay, Kanuri, Kujireray, Maba, Oromo, Tadaksahak,
Turkana, Wolof, Kabba, Balanta, Oko, West Greenlandic, Hualapai, Biloxi,
Chimariko, Guazacapán, Huastec, Lowland Chontal, Classical Nahuatl, Nootka,
Nxa'amxcin, Otomí, Pipil, Seri, Southeastern Tepehuan, Teribe, Tlingit, Tutelo,
Cupeno, Slave, Paresi-Haliti, Pilaga, Puinave, Sanapaná, Wampis, Warekena, Guató,
Iatê, Yurakare, Kwaza, Karaja, Páez, Wagiman, Nyulnyul, Chukchi, Itelmen,
Albanian, Armenian, Basque, Brahui, Buriat, Estonian, Georgian, Great Andamanese,
Greek, Hungarian, Italian, Kabardian, Kirghiz, Kusunda, Latin, Persian, Portuguese,
Romanian, Russian, Spanish, Turkish, Turkmen, Uzbek, Kolyma Yukaghir, Usan,
Daga, Lower Grand Valley Dani, Kunimaipa, Mauwake, Paiwan, Puyuma, Tukang
Besi, Woleaian, Yeri
NSLs with seven or more PNG combinations
Amharic, Anywa, Egyptian Arabic, Chabu, Chichewa, Cicipu, Coptic, Deiga, Eton,
Fur, Haro, Hausa, Iraqw, Koromfe, Kunama, Lucazi, Mbalanhu, Mbay, Murle,
Oshindonga, Sandawe, Shona, Somali, Northern Sotho, Swahili, Tamashek,
Tamazight, Moro, Zialo, Zulu, Ik, Godié, Moloko, Lumun, Acoma Keresan, San
Carlos Apache, Arapaho, Assiniboine, Cherokee, Ineseño Chumash, Plains Cree,
Euchee, San Francisco del Mar Huave, Itzaj Maya, Kiowa, Lakota, Maricopa,
Chalcatongo Mixtec, Nishnaabemwin, Oneida, Pech, Southern Pomo, Seneca, Sierra
Popoluca, Huehuetla Tepehua, Washo, Arikara, Yakima, Central Alaskan Yupik,
Yurok, Molalla, Chol, Ashéninka Perené, Muylaq' Aymara, Apalai, Cavineña, Cubeo,
Munduruku, Kamaiurá, Kanoê, Mako, Mamaindê, Mapuche, Maxakalí, Movima,
Ocaina, Huallaga Quechua, Tapiete, Tariana, Tehuelche, Tiriyó, Urarina, Wai Wai,
Wari', Wichi, Mỹky, Betoi, Kuikuro, Kulina, Yawuru, Bagandji, Bininj Gun-Wok,
Bunuba, Emmi, Gaagudju, Kalkatungu, Kuuk Thaayorre, Limilngan, MalakMalak,
Mangarayi, Mawng, Nakkara, Ngan'gityemerri, Modern Tiwi, Wambaya,
Wangkajunga, Wardaman, Worrorra, Yanyuwa, Yukulta, Enindhilyakwa, Bulgarian,
Gadaba, Colloquial Ainu, Abkhaz, Gulf Arabic, Burushaski, Czech, Dhimal, Hindi,
Kannada, Kashmiri, Ket, Marathi, Mundari, Tundra Nenets, Pashto, Pite Saami,
Punjabi, Sanskrit, Sunwar, Svan, Tamil, Telugu, Udihe, Urdu, Polish, Kham, Rukai,
Cebuano, Atayal, Au, Barupu, Big Nambas, Chamorro, Dom, Bilua, Fore, Iatmul,
Ilocano, Kapau, Kewapi, Kwamera, Lavukaleve, Lha'alua, Ma Manda, Tondano,




The following is a list of languages in the sample according to if the number of PNG
combinations in independent subject pronouns is higher or fewer than the number
PNG combinations in subject dependent person markers. This list does not include six
Atlantic-Congo languages (see details in the conclusion of Chapter 4) and languages
without subject agreement on the verb.
Languages in which independent subject pronouns and subject dependent
person markers have the same number of PNG combinations
Amharic, Coptic, Somali, Hausa, Moloko, Iraqw, Tamashek, Anywa, Dholuo, Eton,
Cicipu, Koromfe, Swahili, Godié, Ewe, Fyem, Wolof, Balanta, Oko, Deiga, Zialo,
Mano, Lumun, Haro, Kunama, Sandawe, Moro, Jamsay, Kanuri, Maba, Tadaksahak,
Kabba, Ik, Evenki, Udihe, Finnish, Armenian, Pashto, Chukchi, Itelmen, Basque,
Brahui, Kannada, Estonian, Hungarian, Tundra Nenets, Pite Saami, Kirghiz, Turkish,
Turkmen, Uzbek, Sunwar, Kham, Georgian, Kabardian, Kolyma Yukaghir, Ainu,
Buriat, Mundari, Jarawa, Kusunda, Rukai, Cebuano, Atayal, Chamorro, Ilocano,
Lha'alua, Tondano, Gayo, Tinrin, Yapese, Usan, Lower Grand Valley Dani, Mauwake
Barupu, Daga, Iatmul, Mehek, Olo, Komnzo, Mangarayi, Wardaman, Bagandji,
MalakMalak, Mawng, Nakkara, Modern Tiwi Yukulta, Ineseño Chumash,
Nishnaabemwin, Plains Cree, San Francisco del Mar Huave, Itzaj Maya, Lakota,
Biloxi, Assiniboine, Tutelo, Southern Pomo, Central Alaskan Yupik, Chol, Arikara,
West Greenlandic, Chalcatongo Mixtec, Huastec, Classical Nahuatl, Pipil, Cupeno,
Kutenai, Pech, Teribe, Slave, Maricopa, Hualapai, Chimariko, Lowland Chontal,
Nootka, Paresi-Haliti, Warekena, Ashéninka Perené, Tariana, Wampis, Yurakaré,
Kuikuro, Mekens, Kamaiurá, Munduruku, Tapiete, Muniche, Pilagá, Puinave,
Muylaq' Aymara, Cavineña, Mapuche, Maxakalí, Movima, Ocaina, Wari', M ỹ ky,
Mamaindê.
Languages in which independent subject pronouns have more PNG
combinations than subject dependent person markers
French, Icelandic, German, Dutch, English, Irish, Albanian, Greek, Italian, Latin,
Persian, Portuguese, Romanian, Russian, Spanish, Sanskrit, Latvian, Arapaho, Apalai,
Tiriyó, Emmi, Lavukaleve, Tlingit, Iatê, Wai Wai, Molalla, Betoi, Lithuanian, Trumai,
Hindi, Marathi, Wutung, Anejom, Koiari, Tamil, Telugu, Great Andamanese, Korafe,
Kunimaipa, Tetun, Semelai, Thao, Bunan, Ngarla, Nyulnyul, Turkana, Guazacapán,
Bunuba, Worrorra, Buru, Navaho, Kokota, Yakima Ichishkíin, Nhanda, Tehuelche,
Washo, Ngan'gityemerri, Choctaw, Yimas, Yawuru, Mbodomo, Modern Hebrew,
Kenga, Igbo, Egyptian Arabic, Tamazight, Kalkatungu, Kuuk Thaayorre, Gulf Arabic,
Burushaski, Dhimal, Au, Bilua, Fore, Kapau, Kewapi, Kwamera, Ma Manda, Ternate,
Yagaria, Kujireray, Oromo, Otomí, Paez, Wagiman, Cubeo, Gaagudju, Paiwan,
Puyuma, Tukang Besi, Woleaian, Yeri, Maidu, Warihio, Maybrat, Uyghur, Kazakh,
Degema, Lango, Eleme, Imbabura Quechua, Urubu-Kaapor, Ika, Canela-Krahô, Awa
Pit, Darma, Kunuz Nubian, Aghu, Wambon, Nez Perce, Ecuadorian Siona, Chabu,
Limilngan, Wambaya, Gadaba, Enindhilyakwa, Mbalanhu, Kanoê, Huallaga Quechua,
Wichí,, Kulina, Sanapaná, Karaja, Urdu, Bulgarian, Czech.
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Languages in which subject dependent person markers have more PNG
combinations than independent subject pronouns
Acoma Keresan, Urarina, Una, San Carlos Apache, Dom, Cherokee, Oneida, Seneca,
Kiowa, Tauya,Murle, Svan, Wangkajunga, Sierra Popoluca, Huehuetla Tepehua, Fur,
Punjabi Ket, Big Nambas, Yurok, Mako, Yanyuwa, Abkhaz, Kashmiri, Polish,
Motuna, Seri, Southeastern Tepehuan, Guató, Manambu, Euchee, Bininj Gun-Wok.
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